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TITLE  7— AGRICULTURE 

Chapter  IX — Agricultural  Marketing 

Service  (Marketing  Agreements  and 

Orders),  Department  of  Agriculture 

Part  918 — Milk  in  Memphis,  Tennessee, 
Marketing  Area 

ORDER  AMENDING  ORDER  AS  AMENDED 

§  918.0  Findings  and  determinations. 
The  findings  and  determinations  here¬ 
inafter  set  forth  are  supplementary  and 
in  addition  to  the  findings  and  deter¬ 
minations  previously  made  in  connection 
with  the  issuance  of  the  aforesaid  order 
and  each  of  the  previously  issued  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  and  all  of  said  previous 
findings  and  determinations  are  hereby 
ratified  and  affirmed,  except  insofar  as 
such  findigs  and  determinations  may  be 
in  conflict  with  the  findings  and  deter¬ 
minations  set  forth  herein. 

(a)  Findings  upon  the  basis  of  the 
hearing  record.  Pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “act”)  (7 
U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.),  and  the  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  governing  the 
formulation  of  marketing  agreements 
and  marketing  orders  (7  CFR  Part  900) 
a  public  hearing  was  held  upon  certain 
proposed  amendments  to  the  tentative 
agreement  and  to  the  order,  as  amended, 
regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the 
Memphis,  Tennessee  marketing  area. 
Upon  the  basis  of  the  evidence  intro¬ 
duced  at  such  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof,  it  is  found  that: 

(1)  The  said  order,  as  amended,  and 
as  hereby  further  amended,  and  all  of 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  said  order, 
as  amended,  and  as  hereby  further 
amended,  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  the  act; 

(2)  The  parity  price  of  milk  produced 
for  sale  in  the  said  marketing  area  as  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the 
act  are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the  price 
of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds,  and 
other  economic  conditions  which  affect 
market  supply  and  demand  for  such  milk, 
and  the  minimum  prices  specified  in  the 
order,  as  amended,  and  as  hereby  further 
amended,  are  such  prices  as  will  reflect 
the  aforesaid  factors,  insure  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  pure  and  wholesome  milk, 
and  be  in  the  public  interest ;  and 


(3)  The  said  order,  as  amended,  and 
as  hereby  further  amended,  regulates  the 
handling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner 
as,  and  is  applicable  only  to  persons  in 
the  respective  classes  of  industrial  and 
commercial  activity  specified  in  a  mar¬ 
keting  agreement  upon  which  a  hearing 
has  been  held. 

(b)  Additional  findings.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  public  interest  to  make  this 
order  amending  the  order,  as  amended, 
effective  not  later  than  August  1,  1956. 
Any  delay  beyond  that  date  in  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  order  would  tend  to  dis¬ 
rupt  the  orderly  marketing  of  milk  in 
the  aforesaid  marketing  area  and  would 
defeat  the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  action  of  this  order 
amending  the  order  is  known  to  handlers. 
The  public  hearing  was  held  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  29-March  1,  1956  and  the  recom¬ 
mended  decision  was  issued  June  26,  1956 
(21  F.  R.  4826).  The  final  decision  was 
issued  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  on  July 
13, 1956  (21  F.  R.  5419) .  Reasonable  time 
under  the  circumstances  has  been  af¬ 
forded  persons  affected  to  prepare  for  its 
effective  date.  In  view  of  the  foregoing, 
it  is  hereby  found  and  determined  that 
good  cause  exists  for  not  delaying  the 
effective  date  of  this  order  for  30  days 
after  its  publication  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister  (Section  4  (c) ;  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act,  5  U.  S.  C.  1001  et  seq.). 

(c)  Determinations.  It  is  hereby  de¬ 
termined  that  handlers  (excluding  co¬ 
operative  associations  of  producers  who 
are  not  engaged  in  processing,  distribut¬ 
ing  or  shipping  milk  covered  by  this 
order,  amending  the  order,  as  amended, 
which  is  marketed  within  the  Memphis, 
Tennessee  marketing  area)  of  more  than 
50  percent  of  the  milk  w  hich  is  marketed 
within  said  marketing  area,  refused  or 
failed  to  sign  the  proposed  marketing 
agreement  regulating  the  handling  of 
milk  in  the  said  marketing  area,  and  it 
is  hereby  further  determined  that : 

(1)  The  refusal  or  failure  of  such 
handlers  to  sign  said  proposed  marketing 
agreement  tends  to  prevent  the  effectua¬ 
tion  of  the  declared  policy  of  the  act; 

(2)  The  issuance  of  this  order, 
amending  the  order,  as  amended,  is  the 
only  practical  means  pursuant  to  the 
declared  policy  of  the  act,  of  advancing 
the  interests  of  producers  of  milk  which 
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is  produced  for  sale  in  the  marketing 
area;  and 

(3)  The  issuance  of  this  order  amend¬ 
ing  the  order,  as  amended,  is  approved  or 
favored  by  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  who,  participated  in  a  referendum 
thereon,  and  who  during  the  determined 
representative  period  (May,  1956),  were 
engaged  in  the  production  of  milk  for 
sale  in  the  said  marketing  area. 

Order  relative  to  handling.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  ordered,  that  on  and  after  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  hereof  the  handling  of  milk  in 
the  Memphis,  Tennessee,  marketing  area 
shall  be  in  conformity  to  and  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  aforesaid  order,  as  amended,  and  as 
hereby  further  amended,  as  follows; 

1.  Amend  §  918.11  (b)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

(b)  Diverted  from  a  fluid  milk  plant 
to  a  non-fluid  milk  plant,  except  a  milk 
plant  fully  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
another  order  issued  pursuant  to  the  act, 
for  the  account  of  the  handler:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  milk  so  diverted  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  received  by  the 
diverting  handler  at  the  location  of  the 
plant  from  which  it  was  diverted. 

2.  Amend  §  918.13  (b)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

(b)  Products  from  any  source  (includ¬ 
ing  those  produced  by  the  handler)  des¬ 
ignated  as  Class  II  milk  pursuant  to 
§  918.41  (b)  (1)  or  (3)  which  are  re¬ 
processed  or  converted  to  another  prod¬ 
uct  during  the  month. 

3.  Amend  §  918.41  to  read  as  follows; 

§  918.41  Classes  of  utilization.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
§§  918.43  and  918.44,  the  class  of  utiliza¬ 
tion  shall  be  as  follows: 

(a)  Class  I  milk  shall  be  all  skim  milk 
(including  concentrated  and  reconsti¬ 
tuted  skim  milk)  and  butterfat  (1)  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  the  form  of  milk,  skim  milk, 
buttermilk,  milk  drinks  (plain  or  fla¬ 
vored),  cream  (including  sour  cream) 
and  any  mixture  in  fluid  form  of  skim 
milk  and  cream  (except  eggnog,  ice 
cream  mix,  and  milk  or  skim  milk  dis¬ 
posed  of  and  used  for  livestock  feed) ; 
and  (2)  not  accounted  for  as  Class  II 
milk. 

(b)  Class  II  milk  shall  be  all  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  (1)  used  to  produce 
any  product  other  than  those  designated 
as  Class  I  milk  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(a)  of  this  section;  (2)  disposed  of  and 
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used  for  livestock  feed;  (3)  in  cream 
frozen  and  stored;  (4)  contained  in  in¬ 
ventory  of  milk  and  milk  products  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  the  month  (other 
than  frozen  cream)  designated  as  Class  I 
milk  pursuant  to  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section;  and  (5)  in  shrinkage  assigned 
to  Class  II  milk  pursuant  to  §  918.42  in 

(i)  producer  milk  and  (ii)  other  source 
milk. 

4.  Amend  §  918.42  to  read  as  follows: 

§  918.42  Shrinkage.  The  market  ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  determine  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  shrinkage  to  Class  II  milk  as 
follows: 

(a)  Determine  the  total  shrinkage  of 
skim  milk  and  butterfat,  respectively,  in 
the  fluid  milk  plant(s)  of  each  handler; 

<b)  Multiply  the  pounds  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat,  respectively,  in  producer 
milk  (except  milk  diverted  pursuant  to 
§  918.11)  and  in  other  source  milk  by 
0.02;  and 

(c)  The  lesser  of  the  pounds  of  skim 
milk  and  butterfat;  respectively,  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  or 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  be  classified  as 
Class  II  milk  and  assigned  pro  rata  to 
producer  milk  (except  milk  diverted  pur¬ 
suant  to  §  918.11)  and  other  source  milk. 

5.  Delete  §  918.43  (b).  . 

6.  Amend  §  918.45  to  read  as  follows; 

§  918.45  Computation  of  the  skim 
milk  and  butterfat  in  each  class.  For 
each  month,  the  market  administrator 
shall  correct  for  mathematical  and  for 
other  obvious  errors  the  reports  of  re¬ 
ceipts  and  utilization  for  the  fluid  milk 
plants  of  each  handler  and  shall  com¬ 
pute  the  pounds  of  butterfat  and  skim 
milk  in  Class  I  milk  and  Class  II  milk 
for  such  handler:  Provided,  That  if  any 
of  the  water  contained  in  the  milk  from 
which  a  product  is  made  is  removed  be¬ 
fore  the  product  is  utilized  or  disposed  of 
by  a  handler,  the  pounds  of  skim  milk 
disposed  of  in  such  product  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  an  amount  equivalent  to 
the  nonfat  milk  solids  contained  in  such 
product,  plus  all  of  the  water  originally 
associated  with  such  solids,  except  that 
when  nonfat  milk  solids  are  added  to 
producer  milk  in  an  amount,  as  shown  by 
solids  tests  of  individual  batches,  which 
does  not  increase  the  total  solids-nonfat 
content  of  such  milk  beyond  8.5  percent 
by  weight,  the  volume  of  water  originally 
associated  with  such  nonfat  milk  solids 
shall  not  be  considered  in  determining 
the  pounds  of  skim  milk  disposed  of  in 
such  product. 

7.  In  §  918.46  (a)  (1)  change  “§  918.42 
(b>”  to  read  “§  918.42  (c)”. 

8.  Amend  §918.46  (a)  (3)  to  read  as 
follows  (such  amendment  to  be  effective 
one  month  following  the  effective  date  of 
the  amendment  provided  herein  with 
respect  to  §  918.41) : 

(3)  Subtract  from  the  remaining 
pounds  of  skim  milk  in  Class  II  milk  the 
pounds  of  skim  milk  contained  in  inven¬ 
tory  (as  specified  in  §  918.41  (b)  (4) )  on 
hand  at  the  beginning  of  the  month: 
Provided,  That  if  the  pounds  of  such 
skim  milk  in  inventory  ai*e  greater  than 
the  remaining  pounds  of  skim  milk  in 
Class  n  milk,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
difference  shall  be  subtracted  from  the 
pounds  of  skim  milk  in  Class  I  milk; 
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9.  Delete  the  following  from  the  list 
of  plants  or  places  appearing  in  §  918.50 
(a) : 

Carnation  Co.,  Chilton,  Wis. 

Carnation  Co.,  Berlin,  Wis. 

10.  Amend  §  918.51  to  read  as  follows: 

§  918.51  Class  prices.  Subject  to  the 
provisions  of  §§  918.52  and  918.53,  the 
minimum  prices  per  hundredweight  to  be 
paid  by  each  handler  for  milk  received 
at  his  fluid  milk  plant  from  producers 
during  the  month  shall  be  as  follows: 

(a)  Class  I  milk.  The  price  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  for  Class  I  milk  Tor  the 
month  shall  be  the  basic  formula  price 
for  the  preceding  month,  subject  to  the 
adjustments  provided  in  subparagraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  this  paragraph: 

d)  Add  $1.28  for  the  months  of 
March  through  July,  and  $1.68  for  all 
other  months ; 

(2)  Add  if  the  net  utilization  percent¬ 
age  calculated  pursuant  to  subpara¬ 
graph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  is  less  than, 
or  subtract  if  it  is  more  than  the  base 
utilization  range,  an  amount  determined 
by  multiplying  such  net  utilization  per¬ 
centage  by  the  appropriate  rate  as  fol¬ 


lows: 

Rate 

Pricing  months:  (cents) 

January -March _  3 

April-June _  1 

July- August _  3 

September -December* _  4 


(3)  The  figure  calculated  for  each 
month  as  follows  shall  be  known  as  the 
net  utilization  percentage:  Divide  the  net 
pounds  of  Class  I  milk  disposed  of  from 
fluid  milk  plants  for  the  second  and 
third  preceding  months  into  the  volume 
of  producer  milk  for  the  same  months, 
multiply  by  100,  round  to  the  near¬ 
est  w'hole  percentage  number  and  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  by  which  such  number 
exceeds  the  higher  figure  or  is  less  than 
the  lower  figure  of  the  appropriate  base 
utilization  range  in  the  following  table: 


Pricing 

Second  and  third  pre- 

Base 

month 

ceding  month 

utilization 

range 

January. . 

Octobor-November . . ! 

10R-113 

February _ 

November- December . 

109-114 

March. . . 

December-.!  anuary . . 

m-m 

117-122 

May  . 

119-124 

June _ 

M  arch-April . . . 

124-129 

Julv . 

April-May . . . 

i;to-i:i:» 

August . . 

May-June . .  _ 

130-135 

September _ 

June-July _ _ _ 

127-122 

October _ 

July-August . . 

125-130 

November. ... 

A  ugust-Septcmber . 

1 18-123 

December . 

September-Octobcr . 

111-110 

(b)  Class  II  milk.  The  average  of  the 
basic  or  field  prices  reported  to  have  been 
paid  or  to  be  paid  for  ungraded  milk  of 
4.0  percent  butterfat  content  received 
from  farmers  during  the  month  at  the 
following  plants  or  places  for  which 
prices  have  been  reported  to  the  market 
administrator  or  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture: 

Present  Operator  and  Location 

Borden  Co.,  Starkville,  Miss. 

Carnation  Co.,  Tupelo,  Miss. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Mayfield,  Ky. 

Pet  Milk  Co.,  Kosciusko,  Miss. 

Kraft  Poods  Co.,  Corinth,  Miss. 

Armour  Creameries,  New  Albany,  Miss. 
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to  which  15  cents  shall  be  added  for  each 
of  the  months  of  September,  October, 
and  November. 

11.  Delete  from  the  table  of  distances 
and  rates  appearing  in  §  918.53  the 
following : 

From  miles  column  From  cents  column 
40  but  less  than  50  17 

12.  Delete  §  918.70  (e)  and  (f)  and 
substitute  therefor  the  following:  (such 
amendment  to  be  effective  one  month 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  amendment 
provided  herein  with  respect  to  §  918.41) : 

(e)  Add  an  amount  computed  by 
multiplying  by  the  difference  between 
the  appropriate  Class  II  milk  price  for 
the  preceding  month  and  the  appropri¬ 
ate  Class  I  price  for  the  current  month 
the  lesser  of: 

(i)  The  hundredweight  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  subtracted  from  Class  I 
milk  pursuant  to  §  918.46  (a)  (3)  and 
the  corresponding  step  cf  (b) ;  or 

(ii)  The  hundredweight  of  skim  milk 
and  butterfat  remaining  in  Class  II  milk 
for  the  preceding  month  after  the  calcu¬ 
lation  pursuant  to  §  918.46  (a)  (4)  and 
the  corresponding  step  of  (b). 

13.  Amend  §  918.61  (a)  to  read  as 
follows: 

(a)  Any  plant  qualified  pursuant  to 
§  918.7  (a)  which  would  be  subject  to  the 
classification  and  pricing  provisions  of 
another  order  unless  a  greater  volume  of 
Class  I  milk  was  disposed  of  from  such 
plant  during  the  six-month  period  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  to  retail  or  whole¬ 
sale  outlets  (except  fluid  milk  plants)  in 
the  Memphis,  Tennessee,  marketing  area 
than  in  the  marketing  area  regulated 
pursuant  to  such  other  order. 

14.  Delete  from  the  table  of  distances 
and  rates  appearing  in  §  918.93  the 
following: 

From  miles  column  From  cents  column 
40  but  less  than  50  17 

Issued  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  24th 
day  of  July  to  be  effective  on  and  after 
August  1, 1956. 

(Sec.  5,  49  Stat.  753,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C. 
608c ) 

[seal]  Earl  L.  Butz, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6085;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:54  a.  m.] 


Part  1003 — Domestic  Dates  Produced  or 
Packed  in  Los  Angeles  and  Riverside 
Counties,  California. 

establishment  of  additional  grade 
REGULATIONS 

In  accordance  with  §  1003.40  of  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  No.  127  and  Order  No. 
103  (20  P.  R.  5056)  regulating  the  hand¬ 
ling  of  domestic  dates  produced  or 
packed  in  Los  Angeles  and  Riverside 
Counties  of  California,  effective  under 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  601 
et  seq.),  and  upon  the  basis  of  the  un¬ 
animous  recommendation  of  the  Date 
Administrative  Committee  established 
under  the  aforesaid  marketing  agree¬ 
ment  and  order,  and  other  available  in¬ 


formation,  it  is  hereby  found  that  the 
additional  grade  regulation  hereinafter 
provided,  applicable  to  the  handling  of 
Deglet  Noor  dates  as  whole  or  pitted 
dates  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  declared 
policy  of  the  said  act. 

It  is  hereby  further  found  that  it  is 
impracticable,  unnecessary,  and  con¬ 
trary  to  the  public  interest  to  give  pre¬ 
liminary  notice  and  postpone  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  regulation  later  than 
August  1,  1956  (see  section  4  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act;  5  U.  S.  C. 
1001  et  seq.)  because  dates  begin  to  move 
on  and  after  that  date  and  it  is  very  nec¬ 
essary  and  desirable  that  the  same 
grade  regulations  apply  to  all  Deglet 
Noor  dates  of  the  1956  crop  which  are 
handled  in  whole  or  pitted  form  during 
the  1956-57  crop  year,  which  crop  year 
begins  on  August  1,  1956;  this  action  is 
in  accordance  with  the  unanimous 
recommendation  of  the  Date  Adminis¬ 
trative  Committee,  composed  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  date  industry,  and  such 
recommendation  has  been  made  known 
generally  to  that  industry  previously; 
and  a  reasonable  time  is  permitted,  in 
the  circumstances,  for  preparation  for, 
and  compliance  with,  such  regulation. 

This  regulation  is  the  same  as  the 
grade  regulation  which  has  been  in  ef¬ 
fect  on  Deglet  Noor  dates  since  October 
14,  1955,  with  the  exception  that  the 
minimum  score  for  character  will  be 
increased  from  30  points  to  31  points. 
The  grade  regulation  which  is  set  forth 
below  should  result  in  an  improvement 
in  the  average  quality  of  dates  sold  to 
consumers  during  1956-57. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  That  the  han¬ 
dling  of  Deglet  Noor  dates  as  whole  or 
pitted  dates  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
the  following  regulation: 

§  1003.203  Additional  grade  regula¬ 
tion.  Pursuant  to  §  1003.40,  and  effective 
at  12:01  a.  m.,  P.  s.  t.,  August  1,  1956, 
Deglet  Noor  dates  handled  under  this 
part  as  whole  or  pitted  dates,  shall  meet 
the  requirements  of  U.  S.  Grade  C  of  the 
United  States  Standards  for  Grades  of 
Dates,  effective  August  26,  1955  (20  F.  R. 
5755) :  Provided,  That  such  dates  shall 
score  not  less  than  31  points  for  charac¬ 
ter  as  defined  in  §  52.1009  (c)  of  this  title. 

(Sec.  5,  49  Stat.  753,  as  amended;  7  U.  S.  C. 
608c) 

Dated:  July  23, 1956. 

[seal]  Floyd  F.  Hedlund, 

Acting  Director, 
Fruit  ayid  Vegetable  Division. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6084;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:54  a.  m.J 


Chapter  XI — Agricultural  Conserva¬ 
tion  Program  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture 

[ACP-1956,  Supp.  7] 

Part  1101 — National  Agricultural 
Conservation 

Subpart — 1956 

emergency  wind  erosion  control 

MEASURES 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  In 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sec¬ 


tions  7-17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1956,  and  Public  Law  875,  81st  Con¬ 
gress,  the  1956  National  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program,  approved  June  14, 
1955  (20  F.  R.  4281),  as  amended  July 
22,  1955  (20  F.  R.  5341),  August  30,  1955 
(20  F.  R.  6511),  November  10,  1955  (20 
F.  R.  8491),  April  9,  1956  (21  F.  R.  2372), 
April  20,  1956  (21  F.  R.  2651),  and  June 
29,  1956  (21  F.  R.  4999),  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

The  first  sentence  of  §  1101.797  (a) 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  after 
the  counties  designated  for  Kansas: 

Nebraska.  Dundy,  Hitchcock.  Kimball. 

(Sec.  4,  49  Stat.  164  as  amended;  16  U.  S.  C. 
590d.  Interprets  or  applies  secs.  7-17,  49 
Stat.  1148,  as  amended,  sec.  1,  64  Stat.  1109, 
69  Stat.  55;  16  U.  S.  C.  590g-59Cq,  42  U.  S.  C. 
1855) 

Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  23d 
day  of  July  1956. 

[seal]  True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6053;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:48  a.  m.j 

TITLE  32— NATIONAL  DEFENSE 

Chapter  V — Department  of  the  Army 

Subchapter  F — Personnel 

Part  577 — Medical  and  Dental 
Attendance 

miscellaneous  amendments 

Sections  577.2  and  577.5  are  revised  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  577.2  For  whom  authorized  and 
manner  provided — (a)  Persons  entitled 
to  medical  care.  The  following  are  en¬ 
titled  to  and  will  be  provided  medical 
care  at  the  expense  of  Army  Medical 
Service  funds: 

(1)  Officers,  warrant  officers,  and  en¬ 
listed  personnel  of  the  Regular  Army  and 
cadets  of  the  United  States  Military 
Academy. 

(2)  Officers,  warrant  officers,  and  en¬ 
listed  personnel  of  the  Army  Reserve:  the 
federally  recognized  National  Guard  of 
the  several  States,  Territories,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia ;  the  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States ;  and  the  Army  with¬ 
out  specification  as  to  component  when 
ordered  or  called  into  active  Federal  serv¬ 
ice  or  when  ordered  to  active  duty  for 
training  or  reserve  duty  training. 

(3)  Members  of  the  Army  Reserve  not 
on  active  duty  limited  to  physical  exami¬ 
nations  in  addition  to  medical  care  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subparagraph  (2)  of  this 
paragraph.  See  §  561.11  of  this  chapter. 

(4)  Members  of  the  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States  not  on  active  duty 
limited  to  physical  examinations  as 
deemed  necessary  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  in  addition  to  medical  care  referred 
to  in  subparagraph  (2)  of  this  paragraph. 
See  act  9  July  1952  (66  Stat.  488;  50 
U.  S.  C.  949). 

(5)  Members  of  the  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps  of  Jhe  Army  en  route  to 
or  from,  or  during  their  attendance  at, 
camps  of  instruction.. 
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(6)  Members  of  the  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps  of  the  Army  limited  to 
physical  examinations  in  addition  to 
medical  care  referred  to  in  subparagraph 
(5)  of  this  paragraph. 

(7)  Applicants  for  enlistment  or  re¬ 
enlistment  and  registrants  under  the 
Universal  Military  Training  and  Service 
Act  (65  Stat.  75)  as  amended  (limited  to 
necessary  physical  and  mental  examina¬ 
tions  except  as  provided  in  subpara¬ 
graphs  (8)  and  (9)  of  this  paragraph. 

<8)  Applicants  for  enlistment  or  regis¬ 
trants  whose  physical  fitness  for  military 
service  cannot  be  determined  without 
hospital  study. 

(9)  Applicants  for  enlistment  who 
suffer  acute  illness  and  injuries  while 
awaiting  or  undergoing  enlistment  proc¬ 
essing  at  recruiting  main  stations  or  at 
Armed  Forces  Induction  and  Examining 
Stations  (limited  to  emergency  medical 
care,  including  hospitalization). 

(10)  Prisoners. 

(11)  Prisoners  of  war,  persons  in¬ 
terned  by  the  Army,  and  other  persons  in 
military  custody  or  confinement. 

(12)  Civilian  seamen  in  the  service  of 
vessels  operated  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army. 

(13)  Civilian  employees  of  the  Army 
will  be  afforded  “on-the-job”  medical 
and  surgical  service  through  the  Occu¬ 
pational  Health  Service  of  the  Army. 

(b)  Priority  of  medical  treatment 
facilities.  Medical  care  for  persons 
enumerated  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  will  be  through  the  following 
means  in  order  of  the  priority  of  the 
listings: 

(1)  Army  medical  treatment  facilities. 

(2)  Medical  treatment  facilities  of  the 
Navy  or  Air  Force  where  Army  medical 
treatment  facilities  are  not  readily  avail¬ 
able  or  accessible. 

(3)  Medical  treatment  facilities  of 
Federal  agencies  outside  the  Department 
of  Defense  where  facilities  in  subpara¬ 
graphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  paragraph 
are  not  readily  available  or  accessible. 
See  §  577.4. 

(4)  Civilian  medical  treatment  facili¬ 
ties  including  civilian  physicians  where 
facilities  listed  in  subparagraphs  (1) ,  (2) 
and  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are  not  avail¬ 
able.  See  §  577.3. 

(c)  Additional  persons  who  may  he 
afforded  medical  care.  Persons  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  enumerated  in  paragraph 

(a)  of  this  section,  may  be  afforded  medi¬ 
cal  care  in  Army  medical  treatment 
facilities  under  terms  and  conditions  as 
prescribed  in  §  577.15.  Army  Medical 
Service  funds  are  not  properly  chargeable 
for  any  treatment  rendered  to  such  per¬ 
sons  in  other  than  Army  medical  treat¬ 
ment  facilities. 

§  577.5  Private  medical  practice  of 
civilian  physicians  within  a  military  in¬ 
stallation — (a)  General.  Subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  major  command  con¬ 
cerned,  installation  commanders  may 
authorize  the  private  practice  of  medi¬ 
cine  within  their  installations  by  licensed 
civilian  physicians  as  distinguished  from 
appointed  professional  consultants  and 
other  physicians  employed  by  the  Army) 
when  it  is  considered  that  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  installation  mission  is 
dependent  upon  same.  The  provision  of 


medical  care  by  such  licensed  physicians 
is  authorized  for  the  following  personnel: 

(1)  Those  who  are  not  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  medical  care  in  Army  medical 
treatment  facilities,  and 

(2)  Those  who  are  eligible  to  receive 
medical  care  at  Army  medical  treatment 
facilities,  but  for  whom  care  cannot  be 
made  available  because  of  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  facilities,  or  who  do  not  elect  to 
receive  their  care  in  Army  medical  treat¬ 
ment  facilities. 

(b)  Action  to  be  taken  by  licensed 
civilian  physicians.  In  the  course  of 
practicing  medicine  within  a  military  in¬ 
stallation  under  the  authority  contained 
in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  a 
licensed  civilian  physician  will : 

(1)  Upon  discovery  of  a  disease  which 
is  or  may  be  communicable  or  is  a  source 
of  danger  to  others,  advise  the  installa¬ 
tion  surgeon  who  will  notify  the  installa¬ 
tion  commander,  and  exercise  such 
supervision  over  the  case  as  is  necessary 
to  prevent  its  spread. 

(2)  Advise  the  installation  surgeon  of 
any  medical  service  rendered  to  military 
personnel  in  order  that  the  information 
may  be  included  in  medical  records. 

(c)  Space  and  facilities.  When  such 
licensed  civilian  physicians  are  author¬ 
ized  to  practice  medicine  at  an  in¬ 
stallation,  space  and  facilities  of  the 
installation  may  be  made  available  under 
the  provisions  of  AR  405-80  (Army  Reg¬ 
ulations  for  granting  temporary  use  of 
real  estate). 

(d)  Reimbursement.  Except  as  reim¬ 
bursement  from  Government  funds  is 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  Army 
Regulations  or  regulations  published  by 
the  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation, 
reimbursement  to  licensed  civilian  phy¬ 
sicians  practicing  within  military  instal¬ 
lations  is  the  responsibility  of  the  patient 
or  his  sponsor. 

[AR  40-101,  22  June  1956]  (R.  S.  161;  5 

U.  S.  C.  22) 

[seal]  John  A.  Klein, 

Major  General,  U.  S.  Army, 

The  Adjutant  General. 

]F.  R.  Doc.  56-6055;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:48  a.  m.] 


TITLE  43— PUBLIC  LANDS: 
INTERIOR 

Chapter  I — Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Appendix — Public  Land  Orders 

l  Public  Land  Order  1315] 

[1968942] 

California 

REVOCATION  OF  PUBLIC  LAND  ORDER  NO.  199 
OF  DECEMBER  22,  1943,  WHICH  WITHDREW 
PUBLIC  LAND  FOR  USE  OF  WAR  DEPARTMENT 
IN  CONNECTION  WITH  MARCH  FIELD  RIFLE 
RANGE 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in 
the  President  and  pursuant  to  Executive 
Order  No.  10355  of  May  26,  1952,  it  is 
ordered  as  follows: 

Public  Land  Order  No.  199  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1943,  which  withdrew  the  follow¬ 
ing-described  land  in  California  for  use 
of  the  War  Department  in  connection 


with  the  March  Field  Rifle  Range,  is 
hereby  revoked: 

San  Bernardino  Meridian 

T.2S..R.4W., 

Sec.  34,  SEV4NEV4. 

The  area  described  contains  40  acres. 
The  land  is  located  near  the  City  of 
Riverside.  It  is  rough  and  mountainous, 
isolated  by  privately  owned  lands,  and 
unsuitable  for  agricultural  purposes. 

No  application  for  the  land  may  he 
allowed  under  the  homestead,  desert- 
land,  small  tract,  or  any  other  non¬ 
mineral  public-land  law  unless  the  land 
has  already  been  classified  as  valuable 
or  suitable  for  such  type  of  application, 
or  shall  be  so  classified  upon  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  an  application.  Any  ap¬ 
plication  that  is  filed  will  be  considered 
on  its  merits.  The  land  will  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  occupancy  or  disposition  until  it 
has  been  classified. 

Subject  to  any  valid  existing  rights 
and  the  requirements  of  applicable  law, 
the  land  is  hereby  opened  to  filing  of 
applications,  selections,  and  locations  in 
accordance  with  the  following: 

a.  Applications  and  selections  under 
the  non-mineral  public-land  laws  may  be 
presented  to  the  Manager  mentioned 
below,  beginning  on  the  date  of  this 
order.  Such  applications  and  selections 
will  be  considered  as  filed  on  the  hour 
and  respective  dates  shown  for  the 
various  classes  enumerated  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  paragraphs: 

(1)  Applications  by  persons  having 
prior  existing  valid  settlement  rights, 
preference  rights  conferred  by  existing 
laws,  or  equitable  claims  subject  to  al¬ 
lowance  and  confirmation  will  be  adjudi¬ 
cated  on  the  facts  presented  in  support 
of  each  claim  or  right.  All  applications 
presented  by  persons  other  than  those 
referred  to  in  this  paragraph  will  be 
subject  to  the  applications  and  claims 
mentioned  in  this  paragraph. 

(2)  All  valid  applications  under  the 
Homestead,  Desert  Land,  and  Small 
Tract  Laws  by  qualified  veterans  of 
World  War  II  or  of  the  Korean  Conflict, 
and  by  others  entitled  to  preference 
rights  under  the  act  of  September  27, 
1944  (58  Stat.  747;  43  U.  S.  C.  279-284 
as  amended),  presented  prior  to  10:00 
a.  m.  on  August  25,  1956,  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  simultaneously  filed  at  that 
hour.  Rights  under  such  preference 
right  applications  filed  after  that  hour 
and  before  10:00  a.  m.  on  November  24, 
1956,  will  be  governed  by  the  time  of 
filing. 

(3)  All  valid  applications  and  selec¬ 
tions  under  the  nonmineral  public -land 
laws,  other  than  those  coming  under 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  above,  presented 
prior  to  10:00  a.  m.  on  November  24, 1956, 
will  be  considered  as  simultaneously  filed 
at  that  hour.  Rights  under  such  appli¬ 
cations  and  selections  filed  after  that 
hour  will  be  governed  by  the  time  of 
filing. 

b.  The  land  will  be  open  to  applica¬ 
tions  and  offers  under  the  mineral-leas- 
.  ing  laws,  and  to  location  under  the 
United  States  mining  laws  beginning  at 
10:00  a.  m.  on  November  24,  1956. 

Persons  claiming  veterans  preference 
rights  must  enclose  with  their  applica¬ 
tions  proper  evidence  of  military  or  naval 
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service,  preferably  a  complete  photostatic 
copy  of  the  certificate  of  honorable  dis¬ 
charge.  Persons  claiming  preference 
rights  based  upon  valid  settlement,  stat¬ 
utory  preference,  or  equitable  claims 
must  enclose  properly  corroborated 
statements  in  support  of  their  claims. 
Detailed  rules  and  regulations  governing 
applications  which  may  be  filed  pursuant 
to  this  notice  can  be  found  in  Title  43 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

Inquiries  concerning  the  land  shall  be 
addressed  to  the  Manager,  Land  Office, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Los  An¬ 
geles,  California. 

Wesley  A.  D’Ewart, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

July  20,  1956. 

IP.  R.  Doc.  56-6058;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


[Public  Land  Order  1316] 
[Anchorage  022782] 

Alaska 

WITHDRAWING  PUBLIC  LAND  FOR  USE  OF 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  AS  AN  AD¬ 
MINISTRATIVE  SITE 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in 
the  President  and  pursuant  to  Executive 
Order  No.  10355  of  May  26,  1952,  it  is 
ordered  as  follows: 

Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the 
following-described  public  land  in  Alaska 
is  hereby  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  public-land 
laws,  including  the  mining  and  mineral¬ 
leasing  laws,  and  reserved  for  use  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture,  as  an  administrative  site; 

Seward  Meridian 

T.6N..R.  11  W„ 

Sec.  31,  lots  131, 165,  and  166. 

The  area  described  contains  5  acres. 

Wesley  A.  D’Ewart, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

July  23,  1956. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-6077;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:52  a.  m.] 


TITLE  15— COMMERCE  AND 
FOREIGN  TRADE 

Chapter  III — Bureau  of  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  Department  of  Commerce 

Subchapter  B — Export  Regulations 

[8th  Gen.  Rev.  of  Export  Regs.,  Amdt.  51] 

Part  382 — Denial  or  Suspension  of 
Export  Privileges 

MISCELLANEOUS  AMENDMENTS 

Section  382.51  Supplement  1;  Table  of 
compliance  orders  currently  in  effect  de¬ 
nying  export  privileges ,  paragraph  (b) 
Table  of  compliance  orders  is  amended 
in  the  following  particulars: 

1.  The  following  entries  are  added: 


1  This  amendment  was  published  In  Cur¬ 
rent  Export  Bulletin  No.  766,  dated  July  19, 
1956. 


1 


Name  and  address 

Effective 
date  of 
order 

Expiration  date 
of  order 

Export  privileges  affected 

Federal 

Register 

citation 

Ditta  Oliva,  Via  Atto  Vannucci  3, 

8-  9-56 

10-9-56 . . 

General  and  validated  licenses, 

21  F.  R.  5197, 

Milan,  Italy. 

(2-9-57)  » 

all  commodities,  any  destina- 

7-12-56. 

Fleschner,  Richard,  Import-Ex¬ 
port,  Uhlandstrasse  52,  Berlin 
W.  15 — Wilmersdorf,  Germany. 
Giacinto  Leopoldo  Del  Bo,  Via 
Manzoni  41  A,  Milan,  Italy. 

Hof,  W\,  Longue  Rue  Nueve  43, 
Antwerp,  Belgium. 

6-25-56 

Indefinite _ 

tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 
_ do _ _ _ _ _ 

21  F.  R.  4936, 

7-  9-56 

Duration.... _ 

. do . . 

7-3-56. 

21  F.  R.  5197, 
7-12-56. 

20  F.  R.  8202, 

10-27-55 

10-27-57 . 

General  and  validated  licenses, 

(Duration)  1 

all  commodities,  any  destina- 

11-1-55. 

Olivia,  Emilio,  doing  business  as 

8-  9-56 

10-0-56 . 

tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 
(Company  related  to  Stemm- 
ler-Imex,  N.  V.,  which  see.) 
General  and  validated  licenses, 

21  F.  R.  5197, 

Ditta  Oliva,  Via  Atto  Vannucci 

(2-9-57)  ‘ 

all  commodities,  any  destina- 

7-12-56. 

3,  Milan,  Italy. 

Solvents  Chemie  Longue  Rue 

10-27-55 

10-27-57 . 

tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 
General  and  validated  licenses. 

20  F.  R.  8202, 

Nueve  43,  Antwerp,  Belgium. 

(Duration)  ‘ 

all  commodities,  any  destina- 

11-1-55. 

Stemmler-Tmex  Succ.  Longue  Rue 

10-27-55 

10-27-57 . 

tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 
(Company  related  to  Stemm- 
ler-Imex,  N.  V.,  which  see.) 
_ do _ 

20  F.  R.  8202, 
11-1-55. 

21  F.  R.  5197, 

Nueve  43,  Antwerp,  Belgium. 
United  Petrolifera  Italiana, 

7-  9-50 

(Duration)  1 
Duration . 

General  and  validated  licenses, 

S.  R.  L.  (formerly  United  Re¬ 
fineries  Corp.),  Via  Manzoni 
41A,  Milan,  Italy. 

Wester  Metoalwaren  fabriek  Am- 

10-27-55 

10-27-57 . 

all  commodities,  any  destina¬ 
tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 

General  and  validated  licenses, 

7-12-56. 

20  F.  R.  8202, 

sterdam,  Netherlands. 

(Duration)  1 

all  commodities,  any  destina- 

11-1-55. 

Wolff,  Hans  Export-Import, 

6-25-56 

Indefinite . 

tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 
(Company  related  to  Stemm- 
ler-Imex,  N.  V.,  which  see.) 
General  and  validated  licenses, 

21  F.  R.  4930, 

N  ussbauinallee  33,  Berlin  W. 
9-Charlottenburg,  Germany. 

all  commodities,  any  destina¬ 
tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 

7-3-56. 

1  This  is  the  expiration  date  of  a  period  of  suspension  held  in  abeyance.  See  explanation  in  paragraph  (a)  (1)  of 
this  section. 


2.  The  following  entry  is  deleted: 


Name  and  address 

Effective 
date  of 
order 

Expiration  date 
of  order 

Export  privileges  affected 

Federal 

Register 

citation 

Fisher,  P„  46-47  Chancery  Lane, 
London  W.  C.  2,  England. 

9-  1-53 
9-29-55 

9-1-55 . 

General  and  validated  licenses, 
all  commodities,  any  destina¬ 
tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 

18  F.  R.  5372, 

9- 4-53. 

20  F.  R.  7383, 

10- 4-55. 

Until  further 
notice. 

3.  The  following  entries  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


Name  and  address 


Amsterdamsche  Maatschappij 
voor  Industrie  en  Handel  “Hy¬ 
drocarbon”,  N.  V.,  384  Heren- 
gracht,  Amsterdam  C.,  Nether-  | 
lands. 

Cohn,  Ernst,  384  Herengracht, 
Amsterdam  C.,  Netherlands. 

Corodex,  N.  V.,  Noorderduinweg 
48,  Zandvoort,  Netherlands. 

Electroexport,  Rotenturmstrasse 
25,  Vienna  1,  Austria. 

Export  Elektrotechnischer  Er- 
zeugnisse,  trading  as  Elect  reex¬ 
port,  Rotenturmstrasse  25,  Vi¬ 
enna  1,  Austria. 

Gintz,  Franz,  46-47  Chancery 
Lane,  London  W.C.  2,  England. 

Huiles  et  Produits,  Chimiqucs 
Pour,  L’Agriculture  et  I/In- 
dustrie,  27  Rue  des  Petites 
Ecuries,  Paris  10,  France. 

“Hydrocarbon”,  N.  V.,  Amster¬ 
damsche  Maatschappij  voor  In¬ 
dustrie  en  Handel,  384  neren- 
gracht,  Amsterdam  C.,  Nether¬ 
lands. 

Les  Grandes  Editions,  Fublici- 
taires  Internationales,  27  Rue 
des  Petites  Ecuries,  Paris  10, 
France. 

Meyns,  Peter  &  Co.,  Meyns, 
Peter,  Gertmdenkirchhof  10, 
Hamburg  1,  Germany. 

Obermayr,  Albert,  Rotenturm¬ 
strasse  25,  Vienna  1,  Austria. 

Phillippi,  Herbert  James,  384 
Herengracht,  Amsterdam  C., 
Netherlands. 

Richard,  Jean,  27  Rue  des  Petites 
Ecuries,  Paris  10,  France. 

Societe  Oenerale  de  Produits 
Chimiques  et  Biologiques,  27 
Rue  des  Petites  Ecuries,  Paris 
10,  France. 


Effective 
date  of 
order 

Expiration  date 
of  order 

Export  privileges  affected 

Federal 

Register 

citation 

6-28-56 

6-28-56 . 

General  and  validated  licenses, 
all  commodities,  any  destina¬ 
tion,  also  exports  to  Canada. 

21  F.  R.  4686, 
6-27-56. 

(12-28-58)  i 

6-28-56 

6-28-56.. . 

. do . 

21  F.  R.  4686, 

6-28-56 

(12-28-58) » 
6-28-56  _ 

.  do._  r  _  r  r  r  _„r_  .  ,  .  .  _ 

6-27-56. 

21  F.  R.  4686, 

6-  1-56 

(12-28-58)  * 
5-31-58 _ 

_ do . . . . . 

6-27-56. 

21  F.  R.  3880, 

6-  1-56 

(Duration) 1 
5-31-58 . . 

_  do _ r  , 

6-6-56. 

21  F.  R.  3880, 
6-6-56. 

(Duration)  1 

5-21-56 

Duration _ 

. do . . 

21  F.  R.  3609, 
5-25-56. 

21  F.  R.  4322, 

6-13-56 

. do . . 

_ do _ TTT  ,  .  „.r 

6-20-56. 

6-28-56 

6-28-56 . 

do.  .  T  ,  T  r  _ 

21  F.  R.  4686, 
6-27-56. 

(12-28-58)  » 

6-13-56 

Duration _ 

do _  _ 

21  F.  R.  4322, 

6-20-56. 

4-10-56 

4-10-58 . 

do _  _ _ 

21  F.  R.  2415, 

(Duration) » 

4-13-56. 

6-  1-56 

5-31-58 . 

_ do.. . . . . 

21  F.  R.  3880, 
6-6-56. 

21  F.  R.  4686, 

6-28-56 

(Duration) 1 
6-28-56 _ _ 

do _ 

(12-28-58) 1 

6-27-56. 

6-13-56 

Duration _ 

21  F.  R.  4322, 

6-13-56 

_ do........... 

do _ ,  r  r  r  r 

6-20-56. 

21  F.  R.  4322, 

6-20-56. 

1  This  is  the  expiration  date  of  a  period  of  suspension  held  in  abeyance.  See  explanation  in 
paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section. 
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laden  aboard  the  exporting  carrier  on  or 
before  August  20,  1956,  requires  a  vali¬ 
dated  license  for  export. 

(Sec.  3,  63  Stat.  7,  as  amended;  50  U.  S.  C. 
App.  2023.  E.  O.  9630,  10  F.  R.  12245,  3  CFR 
1945  Supp.,  E.  O.  9919,  13  F.  R.  59,  3  CFR^ 
1948  Supp.) 

Loring  K.  Macy, 

Director, 

Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6000;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:53  a.  m.] 

TITLE  5 — ADMINISTRATIVE 
PERSONNEL 

Chapter  I — Civil  Service  Commission 

Part  25 — Federal  Employees’  Pay 
Regulations 

PAYMENT  PROVISIONS 

Effective  upon  publication  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  §  25.272  (c)  is  amended  as 
set  out  below. 

§  25.272  Payment  provisions.  *  *  * 

(c)  An  employee  in  a  position  in  which 
he  is  receiving  additional  annual  com¬ 
pensation  under  §  25.251  or  §  25.261  shall, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  head  of  the  de¬ 
partment,  continue  to  receive  such  addi¬ 
tional  compensation : 

(1)  For  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  ten 
consecutive  prescribed  work  days  on  tem¬ 
porary  assignment  to  other  duties  in 
which  conditions  do  not  warrant  pay¬ 
ment  of  additional  annual  compensation, 
and  for  a  total  of  not  more  than  thirty 
(30)'  such  work  days  in  any  calendar 
year. 

(2)  For  an  aggregate  period  of  not 
more  than  sixty  (60)  prescribed  work 
days  on  temporary  assignment  to  a  for¬ 
mally  approved  program  for  advanced 
training  duty  directly  related  to  duties 
for  which  additional  annual  compensa¬ 
tion  is  payable. 

(3)  In  no  event  shall  additional  an¬ 
nual  compensation  be  paid  under  this 
paragraph  for  more  than  sixty  (60)  work 
days  in  any  calendar  year. 

(Sec.  605,  59  Stat.  304,  68  Stat.  1111;  5  U.  S.  C. 
945) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  Wm.  C.  Hull, 

Executive  Assistant. 

|F.  R.  Doc.  56-6083;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:53  a.  m.] 

TITLE  16— COMMERCIAL 
PRACTICES 

Chapter  I — Federal  Trade  Commission 

[Docket  6214[ 

Part  13 — Digest  of  Cease  and  Desist 
Orders 

CLIFFORD  E.  RICE  ET  AL.  N 

Subpart — Acquiring  confidential  in¬ 
formation  unfairly:  §  13.1  Acquiring 
confidential  information  unfairly.  Sub¬ 
part — Misrepresenting  oneself  and 
goods — Business  status,  advantages  or 
connections:  §  13.1370  Business  meth¬ 
ods,  policies,  and  practice;  §  13.1490 
Nature,  in  general;  §  13.1513  Operations 
generally;  §  13.1520  Personnel  or  staff; 


§  13.1560  Stock,  product  or  service.  Sub¬ 
part — Using  misleading  name — Vendor: 

$  13.2425  Nature,  in  general. 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.  S.  C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  15 
U.  S.  C  45)  [Cease  and  desist  order,  Clifford 
E.  Rice  et  al.  t.  a.  Retail  Board  of  Trade 
et  al.,  Chicago,  Ill.,  Docket  6214,  July  6,  1956J 

In  the  Matter  of  Clifford  E.  Rice,  Edith 

M.  Rice  and  Frances  M.  Fischer,  Indi¬ 
viduals  and  Copartners,  Trading  as 

Retail  Board  of  Trade  and  Edward  E. 

Brim,  an  Individual 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission  charging  three  operators 
of  a  collection  agency  in  Chicago,  who 
secured  business  through  solicitors  fur¬ 
nished  with  contract  forms  for  listing 
delinquent  accounts  by  retailers,  profes¬ 
sional  men,  etc.,  in  various  States  for 
collection,  with  falsely  representing 
through  use  of  their  trade  name  “Retail 
Board  of  Trade”  that  they  were  an 
organization  of  retailers;  with  repre¬ 
senting  falsely  through  statements  of 
solicitors  and  by  means  of  the  contract 
forms  that  there  would  be  no  charge  if 
no  collections  were  made  on  a  claim, 
that  their  maximum  fee  was  50  percent, 
that  fees  would  be  charged  only  against 
accounts  on  which  collections  were 
made;  and  with  representing  falsely 
through  statements  and  form  letters  and 
through  the  prominent  use  thereon  of 
the  term  “Liquidation”  that  it  was  to 
the  debtor’s  financial  advantage  to 
reply  or  that  information  provided  by 
the  employer  would  be  to  the  employee’s 
financial  advantage,  that  their  organ¬ 
ization  was  a  credit  rating  agency,  or 
that  field  investigators  would  be  sent  to 
debtor’s  homes  and  neighbors  unless  the 
information  requested  was  furnished. 

Following  respondents’  filing  of  joint 
answers  and  hearings  in  due  course,  the 
hearing  examiner  made  his  initial  deci¬ 
sion,  including  order  to  cease  and  desist, 
which,  after  review  and  modification  by 
the  Commission,  became  on  July  6,  by 
order  of  June  29,  the  decision  of  the 
Commission. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered  that  this  action  be,  and 
the  same  hereby  is,  dismissed  as  to  the 
respondent  Clifford  E.  Rice,  deceased. 

It  is  ordered.  That  this  action  be,  and 
the  same  hereby  is,  dismissed  as  to  the 
respondent  Clifford  E.  Rice,  deceased.' 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  respondents 
Edith  M.  Rice  and  Frances  M.  Fischer, 
individuals  and  the  surviving  copartners 
of  Clifford  E.  Rice,  deceased,  now  trading 
as  Retail  Board  of  Trade,  or  trading  un¬ 
der  any  other  name,  respondent  Edward 
E.  Brim,  an  individual,  and  respondents’ 
representatives,  agents  or  employees,  di¬ 
rectly  or  through  any  corporate  or  other 
device,  in  connection  with  the  solicitation 
of  accounts  for  collection  in  commerce, 
as  “commerce”  is  defined  in  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act,  do  hereby  cease 
and  desist  from: 

1.  Representing,  directly  or  by  impli¬ 
cation: 

(a)  That  no  charges  will  be  made  for 
accounts  unless  they  are  collected; 

(b)  That  a  maximum  of  50  percent, 
or  any  other  percentage  less  than  that 


actually  charged,  will  be  retained  by 
respondents  from  accounts  collected; 

(c)  That  no  listing  or  other  fees  will 
be  charged  against  uncollected  accounts ; 

(d)  That  respondents  will  make 
prompt  regular  or  periodic  reports  on 
claims  in  their  hands  for  collections,  un¬ 
less  such  reports  are  made  at  prompt 
and  regular  intervals. 

2.  Using  the  name  Retail  Board  of 
Trade  or  any  other  name  of  similar  im¬ 
port  to  designate,  describe  or  refer  to 
respondents’  business,  or  otherwise  rep¬ 
resenting  directly  or  by  implication  that 
they  are  a  trade  or  other  organization  of 
retailers  or  other  businessmen. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  respondents 
Edith  M.  Rice  and  Frances  M.  Fischer, 
individuals  and  surviving  copartners  of 
Clifford  E.  Rice,  deceased,  now  trading 
as  Retail  Board  of  Trade,  or  trading 
under  any  other  name,  respondent  Ed¬ 
ward  E.  Brim,  an  individual,  and  re¬ 
spondents’  representatives,  agents  and 
employees,  directly  or  through  any  cor¬ 
porate  or  other  device,  in  connection 
with  the  collection  of,  or  attempts  to 
collect,  accounts  in  commerce,  do  forth¬ 
with  cease  and  desist  from : 

1.  Representing,  directly  or  by  im¬ 
plication: 

(a)  That  they  are  a  credit  rating 
agency,  or  are  engaged  in  making  credit 
investigations  or  reports  for  banks  or 
business  houses,  or  that  the  information 
requested  in  printed  forms,  or  written 
matter  is  to  be  used  for  other  than  the 
collection  of  debts  from  the  subjects  of 
the  forms; 

(b)  That  their  business  is  other  than  a 
collection  agency. 

(c)  That  they  employ  investigators  or 
collectors  to  make  personal  calls  on 
debtors. 

2.  Using  the  name  “Retail  Board  of 
Trade,”  or  any  other  name  of  similar 
import  to  designate,  describe  or  refer  to 
respondents’  business  or  otherwise  rep¬ 
resenting,  directly  or  by  implication  that 
they  are  a  trade  or  other  organization  of 
retailers  or  other  businessmen. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  re¬ 
port  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  respondents 
herein  shall,  within  sixty  (60)  days  after 
service  upon  them  of  this  order,  file  with 
the  Commission  a  report  in  writing  set¬ 
ting  forth  in  detail  the  manner  and  form 
in  which  they  have-  complied  with  the 
order  to  cease  and  desist  contained  in  the 
aforesaid  initial  decision. 

Issued:  June 29, 1956. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6079;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:52  a.  m.[ 


[Docket  6481] 

Part  13 — Digest  of  Cease  and  Desist 
Orders 

GOULD’S,  INC.,  ET  AL. 

Subpart — Advertising  falsely  or  mis¬ 
leadingly:  §  13.30  Composition  of  goods: 
Fur  Products  Labeling  Act:  §  13.73  For- 
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mal  regulatory  and  statutory  require¬ 
ments:  Fur  Products  Labeling  Act.  Sub¬ 
part — I  nv  oicin  g  products  falsely: 

§  13.1108  Invoicing  products  falsely:  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act.  Subpart — Mis¬ 
branding  or  mislabeling:  §  13.1190  Com¬ 
position:  Fur  Products  Labeling  Act; 

§  13.1212  Formal  regulatory  and  statu¬ 
tory  requirements:  Fur  Products  Label¬ 
ing  Act;  §  13.1325  Source  or  origin: 
Maker  or  seller,  etc.;  Fur  Products  La¬ 
beling  Act;  Place:  Fur  Products  Labeling 
Act.  Subpart — Neglecting,  unfairly  or 
deceptively,  to  make  material  disclosure: 

§  13.1845  Composition:  Fur  Products  La¬ 
beling  Act;  §  13.1852  Formal  regulatory 
and  statutory  requirements:  Fur  Prod¬ 
ucts  Labeling  Act;  §  13.1870  Nature:  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act;  §  13.1900  Source 
or  origin:  Fur  Products  Labeling  Act: 
Maker  or  seller,  etc.;  Place. 

(Sec.  6.  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.  S.  C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  sec. 
8,  65  Stat.  179;  15  U.  S.  C.  45,  69f )  (Cease  and 
desist  order,  Gould’s,  Inc.,  et  al.,  Minneapolis, 
Minn.,  Docket  6481,  July  14,  1956] 

In  the  Matter  of  Gould's,  Inc.,  a  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  William  L.  Gould,  Freda  M. 

Gould  and  Clyde  M.  Gould,  Individu¬ 
ally  and  as  Officers  of  Said  Corporation 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission — charging  a  Minneapolis 
furrier  with  violating  the  Fur  Products 
Labeling  Act  through  failing  to  disclose 
in  advertisements  in  newspapers  the 
true  names  of  animals  producing  the  fur 
and  that  certain  fur  products  contained 
or  were  composed  of  artifically  colored 
fur;  by  failing  to  maintain  adequate  rec¬ 
ords  disclosing  the  facts  on  which  com¬ 
parative  price  and  percentage  price 
claims  were  made ;  by  misbranding  prod¬ 
ucts  through  failing  to  set  forth  on  labels 
attached  thereto,  information  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  act;  and  by  failing  to  in¬ 
voice  certain  products  as  required — and 
an  agreement  between  counsel  providing 
for  entry  of  a  consent  order. 

On  this  basis,  the  hearing  examiner 
made  his  initial  decision,  including  order 
to  cease  and  desist,  which  by  order  of 
June  29  became  on  July  14  the  decision 
of  the  Commission. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents 
Gould’s,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  its  offi¬ 
cers,  and  William  L.  Gould,  Freda  M. 
Gould  and  Clyde  M.  Gould,  individually 
and  as  officers  of  said  corporation,  and 
their  agents,  representatives  and  em¬ 
ployees,  directly  or  through  any  corpo¬ 
rate  or  other  device,  in  connection  with 
the  introduction,  or  the  sale,  advertise¬ 
ment,  offer  for  sale,  transportation  or 
distribution  of  fur  products  in  commerce, 
or  in  connection  with  the  sale,  advertis¬ 
ing,  offering  for  sale,  transportation  or 
distribution  of  fur  products  which  have 
been  made  in  whole  or  in  part  of  fur 
which  had  been  shipped  and  received  in 
commerce,  as  “commerce,”  “fur”  and 
“fur  products”  are  defined  In  the  Fur 
Products  Labeling  Act,  do  forthwith 
cease  and  desist  from: 


A.  Falsely  or  deceptively  advertising 
fur  products  through  the  use  of  any  ad¬ 
vertisement,  representation,  public  an¬ 
nouncement  or  notice,  which  is  intended 
to  aid,  promote  or  assist,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  in  the  sale  or  offering  for  sale  of 
fur  products,  and  which: 

1.  Fails  to  disclose  the  name  or  names 
of  the  animal  or  animals  producing  the 
fur  or  furs  contained  in  fur  products  as 
set  forth  in  the  Fur  Products  Name 
Guide  as  prescribed  under  the  rules  and 
regulations ; 

2.  Fails  to  disclose  that  fur  products 
contain  or  are  composed  of  bleached, 
dyed,  or  otherwise  artificially  colored  fur, 
when  such  is  the  fact; 

3.  Contains  the  name  or  names  of  any 
animal  or  animals  other  than  the  name 
or  names  specified  in  Paragraph  A  (1) 
above; 

4.  Makes  comparative  or  percentage 
pricing  claims,  unless  there  is  maintained 
by  respondents  full  and  adequate  records 
disclosing  the  facts  upon  which  such 
claims  and  representations  are  based,  as 
required  by  Rule  44  (e)  of  the  rules  and 
regulations; 

B.  Misbranding  fur  products  by: 

1.  Failing  to  affix  labels  to  fur  products 
showing: 

(a)  The  name  or  names  of  the  animal 
or  animals  producing  the  fur  or  furs 
contained  in  the  fur  product  as  set  forth 
in  the  Fur  Products  Name  Guide  and  as 
prescribed  under  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  ; 

(b)  That  the  fur  product  contains  or 
is  composed  of  used  fur,  when  such  is  a 
fact; 

(c)  That  the  fur  product  contains  or 
is  composed  of  bleached,  dyed,  or  arti¬ 
ficially  colored  fur,  when  such  is  a  fact; 

(d>  That  the  fur  product  is  composed 
in  whole  or  in  substantial  part  of  paws, 
tails,  bellies  or  waste  fur,  when  such  is 
a  fact; 

(e>  The  name,  or  other  identification 
issued  and  registered  by  the  Commission, 
of  one  or  more  persons  who  manufac¬ 
tured  such  fur  product  for  introduction 
into  commerce,  introduced  it  into  com¬ 
merce,  sold  it  in  commerce,  advertised  or 
offered  for  sale  in  commerce,  or  trans¬ 
ported  or  distributed  it  in  commerce; 

(f )  The  name  of  the  country  of  origin 
of  any  imported  furs  used  in  the  fur 
product ; 

2.  Setting  forth  on  labels  attached  to 
fur  products  the  name  or  names  of  any 
animal  or  animals  other  than  the  name 
or  names  provided  for  in  Paragraph  B 
(1)  (a)  above; 

3.  Setting  forth  on  labels  attached  to 
fur  products: 

(a)  Required  information  in  abbrevi¬ 
ated  form; 

(b)  Non-required  information  mingled 
with  required  information; 

(c)  Required  information  in  hand¬ 
writing  ; 

(d)  The  term  “blended”  as  a  part  of 
the  requix*ed  information  to  describe  the 
pointing,  bleaching,  dyeing  or  tip-dye¬ 
ing  of  furs,  in  violation  of  Rule  19  (e) 
of  the  rules  and  regulations; 

C.  Falsely  or  deceptively  invoicing  fur 
products  by; 


1.  Failing  to  furnish  invoices  to  pur¬ 
chasers  of  fur  products  showing: 

(a)  The  name  or  names  of  the  animal 
or  animals  producing  the  fur  or  furs  con¬ 
tained  in  the  fur  product  as  set  forth  in 
the  Fur  Products  Name  Guide  and  as 
prescribed  under  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  ; 

(b)  That  the  fur  product  contains  or  is 
composed  of  used  fur,  when  such  is  a 
fact: 

(c)  That  the  fur  product  contains  or 
is  composed  of  bleached,  dyed,  or  ar¬ 
tificially  colored  fur,  when  such  is  a  fact; 

(d)  That  the  fur  product  is  composed 
in  whole  or  in  substantial  part  of  paws, 
tails,  bellies,  or  waste  fur,  when  such  is 
a  fact; 

(e)  The  name  and  address  of  the  per¬ 
son  issuing  such  invoices; 

(f)  The  name  of  the  country  of  origin 
of  any  imported  furs  contained  in  the 
fur  pioduct; 

2.  Setting  forth,  on  invoices  pertaining 
to  fur  products,  required  information  in 
abbreviated  form; 

3.  Using  the  term  "blended”  on  in¬ 
voices  as  a  part  of  the  required  informa¬ 
tion  to  describe  the  pointing,  bleaching, 
dyeing  or  tip-dyeing  of  furs,  in  violation 
of  Rule  19  (e)  of  the  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  etc., 
report  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents 
Gould’s,  Inc.,  a  corpoi'ation,  and  William 
L.  Gould,  Freda  M.  Gould  and  Clyde  M. 
Gould,  individually  and  as  officeis  of  said 
coi’poration,  shall,  within  sixty  <60)  days 
after  service  upon  them  of  this  order, 
file  with  the  Commission  a  report  ix^ 
writing  setting  forth  in  detail  the  man¬ 
ner  and  form  in  which  they  have  com¬ 
plied  with  the  order  to  cease  and  desist. 

By  the  Commission. 

Issued:  June  29,  1956. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6080;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


[Docket  6306[ 

Part  13 — Digest  of  Cease  and  Desist 
Orders 

DEXTER  THREAD  MILLS,  INC.,  ET  AL. 

Subpart — Misrepresenting  oneself  and 
goods — business  status,  advantages  or 
connections:  §  13.1400  Dealer  as  manu¬ 
facturer;  §  13.1435  History;  [Misrepre¬ 
senting  oneself  and  goods] — Prices: 
§  13.1820  Retail  or  selling  as  dealer’s, 
wholesale,  or  factory  distributor’s.  Sub¬ 
part — Using  misleading  name — Goods: 
§  13.2323  Prices;1  [Using  misleading 
Jiamel — Vendor:  §  13.2445  Producer  or 
laboratory  status  of  dealer  or  seller . 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.  S.  C.  46.  Interpret 
or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended;  15 
U.  S.  C.  45)  [Cease  and  desist  order,  Dexter 
Thread  Mills,  Inc.,  et  al.,  Elgin,  Ill.,  Docket 
6306,  July  18,  1956] 
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In  the  Matter  of  Dexter  Thread  Mills, 

Inc.,  a  Corporation,  Trading  as  Lee 

Ward  Mills  and  Also  as  Leeward  Mills 

and  Sidney  C.  Fink  and  Ralph  A.  Fried, 

Individually  and  as  Officers  of  Said 

Corporation 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission — charging  a  corporation 
and  its  officers  with  representing  falsely, 
through  use  of  the  words  “Thread  Mills” 
or  the  word  “Mills”  in  their  corporate  or 
trade  name  and  otherwise,  that  they  were 
manufacturers  of  the  needle-craft  items 
they  sold  by  mail  order  to  the  general 
public  and  that  the  merchandise  was 
sold  at  mill  prices ;  and  with  representing 
falsely  on  catalogs  and  elsewhere  that 
they  had  been  in  business  “Since  1820” — 
and  an  agreement  between  the  parties 
containing  consent  order  to  cease  and 
desist. 

On  this  basis,  the  hearing  examiner 
made  his  initial  decision,  including  or¬ 
der  to  cease  and  desist,  which  by  order 
of  June  29  became  on  July  18  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  Commission. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered.  That  Respondents  Dexter 
Thread  Mills,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  also 
trading  as  Lee  Ward  Mills,  Leeward  Mills, 
or  under  any  other  name  or  names,  and 
its  officers,  and  Sidney  C.  Fink  and  Ralph 
A.  Fried,  individually  and  as  officers  of 
said  corporation,  and  respondents’ 
agents,  representatives  and  employees, 
directly  or  through  any  corporate  or 
other  device,  in  connection  with  the  of¬ 
fering  for  sale,  sale  and  distribution  of 
merchandise  to  the  general  public,  in 
commerce,  as  “commerce”  is  defined  in 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act,  do 
forthwith  cease  and  desist  from: 

1.  Using  the  words  “Thread  Mills” 
or  the  word  “Mills”,  or  any  other  word  or 
words  of  similar  import  or  meaning,  as 
a  part  of  the  corporate  or  trade  name; 
or  otherwise  representing,  directly  or  by 
implication,  that  Respondents,  or  any  of 
them,  manufacture  the  merchandise 
sold  or  offered  for  sale  by  them;  except 
that  nothing  contained  herein  shall  be 
construed  to  prohibit  Respondents  from 
representing  that  the  nylon  yarn  and 
nylon  products,  or  any  other  products, 
sold  by  Respondents  are  manufactured 
by  them  when  such  is  the  case; 

2.  Representing,  directly  or  by  im¬ 
plication,  that  their  merchandise  is  sold 
or  offered  for  sale  at  mill  prices ; 

3.  Representing,  directly  or  indirectly, 
that  the  business  of  Respondents  was 
established  prior  to  1946. 

By  “Decision  of  the  Commission”,  etc., 
report  of  compliance  was  required  as 
follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  respondents  Dexter 
Thread  Mills,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  trad¬ 
ing  as  Lee  Ward  Mills  and  also  as  Lee¬ 
ward  Mills  and  Sidney  C.  Fink  and  Ralph 
A.  Fried,  individually  and  as  officers  of 
said  corporation,  shall,  within  sixty  (60) 
days  after  service  upon  them  of  this 
order,  file  with  the  Commission  a  report 
in  writing  setting  forth  in  detail  the 
manner  and  form  in  which  they  have 


complied  with  the  order  to  cease  and 
desist. 

Issued:  June  29,  1956. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

(F.  R.  Doc.  56-6081;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:53  a.  m.J 


[Docket  5994] 

Part  13 — Digest  of  Cease  and  Desist 
Orders 

H.  J.  HEINZ  CO.  ET  AL.  • 

Subpart — Boycotting  seller -suppliers: 1 
Sec.  13.302  Boycotting  seller -suppliers.1 
Subpar t — Combining  or  conspiring: 

§  13.392  To  boycott  seller -suppliers: 1 
§  13.472  To  restrain  cooperatives’  activ¬ 
ities.  Subpart — Controlling,  unfairly, 
seller-suppliers:  §  13.535  Controlling ,  un¬ 
fairly,  seller-suppliers. 

(Sec.  6,  38  Stat.  721;  15  U.  S.  C.  46.  Inter¬ 
pret  or  apply  sec.  5,  38  Stat.  719,  as  amended; 
15  U.  S.  C.  45)  |  Cease  and  desist  order, 

H.  J.  Heinz  Company  (Pittsburgh,  Pa.)  et 
al..  Docket  5994,  June  29,  1956] 

In  the  Matter  of  H.  J.  Heinz  Company, 
Campbell  Soup  Company,  Joseph 
Campbell  Company,  Stokely  Van- 
Camp,  Inc.,  Bauer  Cannery,  Inc.,  Beck¬ 
man  &  Gast  Co.,  Inc.,  Buckeye  Can¬ 
ning  Co.,  Inc.,  Foster  Canning,  Inc., 
Gibsonburg  Canning  Company,  Inc., 
Greenville  Canning  Co.,  Inc.,  Hirzel 
Canning  Company,  Hunt  Foods,  Inc., 
Hunt  Foods  of  Ohio,  Inc.,  Lake  Erie 
Canning  Co.  of  Sandusky,  St.  Mary’s 
Packing  Co.,  Inc.,  Sharp  Canning  Co., 
J.  Weller  Company,  Winorr  Canning 
Company,  Corporations,  Their  Officers. 
Directors,  Agents,  Representatives  and 
Employees ;  Charles  F.  Boucher,  Indi¬ 
vidually,  and  as  a  Copartner  in  the 
Partnership  of  Bryan  Canning  Co.; 
Richard  C.  Boucher,  Individually ,  as  a 
Copartner  in  the  Partnership  of  Bryan 
Canning  Co.,  and  as  a  Director  of  The 
Ohio  Canners  Association,  Inc.;  George 
A.  Hathaway , Individually ,  as  the  Pres¬ 
ent  Sole  Owner,  and  Formerly  as  a 
Copartner  in  the  Partnership  of  Home 
Canning  Co.;  Lawrence  B.  Hall,  Indi¬ 
vidually,  and  as  a  Former  Copartner  in 
the  Partnership  of  Home  Canning  Co.; 
Robert  H.  Timmer,  Individually,  and 
as  a  Copartner  in  the  Partnership  of 
Tip  Top  Canning  Co.;  Thomas  G.  Tim¬ 
mer,  Individually,  as  a  Copartner  in 
the  Partnership  of  Tip  Top  Canning 
Co.;  and  as  Second  Vice  President  of 
The  Ohio  Canners  Association,  Inc., 
Henry  A.  Diegel,  Individually,  and 
Trading  Under  the  Name  and  Style  of 
Diegel  Canning  Co.;  Luke  F.  Beckman, 
Individually ,  and  Trading  Under  the 
Name  and  Style  of  Minster  Canning 
Co.;  Charles  F.  Stemley,  Individually, 
and  Trading  Under  the  Name  and 
Style  of  Stemley  Canning  Co.,  and  as 
a  Director  of  The  Ohio  Canners  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Inc.;  The  Ohio  Canners  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Inc.,  Incorporated  as  The  Ohio 
Canners  Association;  Walter  A.  Scheid, 


1  New. 


Individually,  as  President  of  The  Ohio 
Canners  Association,  Inc.,  and  as  Man¬ 
ager  of  the  Napoleon,  Ohio,  Plant  of 
Campbell  Soup  Company;  French 
Jenkins,  Individually,  and  as  First  Vice 
President  of  The  Ohio  Canners  Associ¬ 
ation,  Inc.;  Paul  Hinkle,  Individually, 
and  as  Secretary-Treasurer  of  The 
Ohio  Canners  Association,  Inc.;  Roy 
Irons,  Individually ,  and  as  Assistant  to 
the  President  of  The  Ohio  Canners 
Association,  Inc.;  Paul  Korn,  Norman 
M.  Sjxiin,  Karl  Hirzel,  and  Leroy  Wen¬ 
ger,  Individually,  and  as  Directors  of 
The  Ohio  Canners  Association,  Inc.; 
Albert  F.  Dreyer,  Individually,  and  as 
Secretary-Treasurer  of  Indiana  Can¬ 
ners  Association,  Inc.;  Joseph  J.  Wil¬ 
son,  Individually,  and  as  Manager  of 
Contract  Crops  of  H.  J.  Heinz  Com¬ 
pany;  Howard  E.  McKinley,  Individu¬ 
ally,  and  as  Midwest  Regional  Manager 
of  Manufacturing  for  H.  J.  Heinz  Com¬ 
pany;  Everitt  E.  Richard,  Individually, 
and  as  Manager  of  the  Bowling  Green, 
Ohio,  Plant  of  H.  J.  Heinz  Company; 
Cyril  P.  Roberts,  Individually ,  and  as 
Manager  of  the  Fremont,  Ohio,  Plant 
of  H.  J.  Heinz  Company;  Edgar  W. 
Montell,  Individually ,  and  as  Manager, 
Agricultural  Department  of  Joseph 
Campbell  Company;  Harold  R.  Collard, 
Individually ,  and  as  Divisional  Man¬ 
ager,  Agricultural  Department  of  Jo¬ 
seph  Campbell  Company;  Herbert  F. 
Krimendahl,  Individually,  and  as  Pres¬ 
ident  of  Stokely  Van-Camp,  Inc.; 
Samuel  Hammond,  Individually ,  and 
as  District  Manager  of  the  Ohio  Plants 
of  Stokely  Van-Camp,  Inc.;  Russell 
Kline,  Individually,  and  as  Assistant 
District  Manager  of  the  Ohio  Plants 
of  Stokely  Van-Camp,  Inc.;  A.  A.  Ehr- 
man  (.First  Name  Unknown) ,  Individ¬ 
ually,  and  as  Manager  of  the  Curtice, 
Ohio,  Plant  of  Stokely  Van-Camp, 
Inc.;  George  W.  Conelly,  Individually, 
and  as  Manager  of  the  Wauseon,  Ohio, 
Plant  of  Winorr  Canning  Company, 
George  Wenger,  Individually ,  as  Sec¬ 
retary-Treasurer  and  Manager  of  Lake 
Erie  Canning  Co.  of  Sandusky 

This  proceeding  was  heard  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  examiner  on  the  complaint  of  the 
Commission  charging  18  corporations, 
their  officers  and  directors,  and  a  number 
of  partnerships,  engaged  in  the  tomato 
processing  business,  a  trade  association 
and  its  officers,  etc.,  and  the  secretary- 
treasurer  of  a  second  trade  association, 
with  engaging  in  a  planned  common 
course  of  action  to  boycott  and  other¬ 
wise  illegally  interfere  with  tomato 
growers  in  the  “Ohio  tomato  area”  from 
whom  they  purchased  tomatoes,  and  to 
fix  and  maintain  prices  to  be  paid  for 
raw  tomatoes.  Following  respondents’ 
answers,  hearings  in  due  course,  and 
filing  of  respondents’  motions  to  dismiss, 
the  hearing  examiner  rendered  his  first 
initial  decision  dismissing  the  complaint 
as  to  the  smaller  processors  and  dismiss¬ 
ing  charges  of  concerted  price  fixing. 

Upon  appeal,  the  ruling  was  affirmed 
in  an  opinion  by  Chairman  Gwynne  and 
the  case  remanded  for  further  hearing. 
At  the  conclusion  of  such  hearings,  the 
hearing  examiner  found  that  a  con¬ 
spiracy  did  exist  but  held  that,  because 
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of  the  termination  of  the  illegal  acts 
prior  to  the  complaint  and  other  cir¬ 
cumstances,  no  order  should  issue,  and 
accordingly  dismissed  the  charges  with¬ 
out  prejudice.  From  this,  both  sides 
appealed. 

Having  heard  the  matter  on  briefs  and 
oral  argument,  the  Commission,  on  June 
29,  1956,  in  an  opinion  by  Chairman 
Gwynne  rendered  its  decision  in  which 
it  denied  respondents’  appeal,  granted 
in  part  and  denied  in  part  the  appeal 
of  counsel  supporting  the  complaint,  dis¬ 
missed  the  complaint  as  to  certain  of  the 
respondents,  and  directed  entry  of  an 
order  to  cease  and  desist  as  to  the 
eleven  remaining.  Commissioned  An¬ 
derson  filed  a  dissent  disagreeing  with 
the  dismissal  of  a  certain  respondent. 

The  order  to  cease  and  desist  and  the 
order  requiring  report  of  compliance 
therewith  are  as  follows: 

It  is  ordered,  That  the  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions,  excepting  those  conclu¬ 
sions  that  the  complaint  should  be  dis¬ 
missed  without  prejudice  because  of  the 
discontinuance  of  the  practices  involved, 
as  contained  in  the  hearing  examiner’s 
initial  decision  be,  and  they  hereby  are, 
adopted  as  the  findings  of  fact  and  con¬ 
clusions  of  the  Commission;  and 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  com¬ 
plaint  be,  and  it  hereby  is,  dismissed  as  to 
corporate  respondents,  Gibsonburg  Can¬ 
ning  Company,  Inc.,  Sharp  Canning  Co., 
Hunt  Foods,  Inc.,  and  as  to  the  individual 
respondents,  Joseph  J.  Wilson,  Howard 
E.  McKinley,  Everitt  E.  Richard,  Cyril  P. 
Roberts,  Edgar  W.  Montell,  Harold  R. 
Collard,  Herbert  F.  Krimendahl,  Samuel 
Hammond,  Russell  Kline,  A.  A.  Ehrman, 
George  W.  Conelly  and  George  Wenger, 
in  their  individual  capacities;  and 
It  is  further  ordered.  That  respondents, 
H.  J.  Heinz  Company,  Campbell  Soup 
Company,  Joseph  Campbell  Company, 
Stokely  Van-Camp,  Inc.,  Bauer  Cannery, 
Inc.,  Foster  Canning,  Inc.,  Hirzel  Can¬ 
ning  Company,  Lake  Erie  Canning  Co.  of 
Sandusky,  J.  Weller  Company,  Winorr 
Canning  Company,  and  Hunt  Foods  of 
Ohio,  Inc.,  their  respective  officers, 
agents,  representatives  and  employees, 
directly  or  through  any  corporate  or 
other  device,  in  or  in  connection  with 
the  procuring,  purchasing  or  contracting 
for  the  purchase  of  raw  tomatoes  in  com¬ 
merce,  as  “commerce”  is  defined  in  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  Act,  do  forth¬ 
with  cease  and  desist  from  entering  into, 
continuing,  cooperating  in,  or  carrying 
out  any  planned  common  course  of  ac¬ 
tion,  understanding,  agreement,  com¬ 
bination  or  conspiracy  between  or  among 
any  two  or  more  of  said  respondents,  or 
between  any  one  or  more  of  said  re¬ 
spondents  and  others  not  parties  hereto, 
to  do  or  perform  any  of  the  following  acts 
or  things; 

( a )  Refusing  to  grant  recognition  of  or 
to  negotiate  or  deal  with  Cannery  Grow¬ 
ers,-  Inc.,  an  association  of  tomato 
growers,  as  a  bargaining  agent  for  its 
grower  members; 

(b)  Refusing  to  purchase  or  to  con¬ 
tract  to  purchase  tomatoes  from  growers 
who  are  members  of  Cannery  Growers, 
Inc. 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  respondents, 
H.  J.  Heinz  Company,  Campbell  Soup 


Company,  Joseph  Campbell  Company, 
Stokely  Van-Camp,  Inc.,  Bauer  Cannery, 
Inc.,  Foster  Canning,  Inc.,  Hirzel  Can¬ 
ning  Company,  Lake  Erie  Canning  Com¬ 
pany  of  Sandusky,  J.  Weller  Company, 
Winorr  Canning  Company,  the  Hunt 
Foods  of  Ohio,  Inc.,  shall,  within  sixty 
(60)  days  after  service  upon  them  of  this 
order,  file  with  the  Commission  a  report 
in  writing  setting  forth  in  detail  the 
manner  and  form  in  which  they  have 
complied  with  this  order. 

By  the  Commission,  Commissioner 
Anderson  dissenting  as  to  dismissal  of 
the  complaint  as  to  respondent  Hunt 
Foods,  Inc.,  and  Commissioner  Kern  not 
participating. 

Issued:  June  29, 1956. 

[seal]  Robert  M.  Parrish, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6082;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:53  a.  m.] 


TITLE  36 — PARKS,  FORESTS,  AND 
MEMORIALS 

Chapter  I — National  Park  Service, 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Part  20 — Special  Regulations 

EVERGLADES  NATIONAL  PARK 

1.  Paragraph  (a).  Commercial  fishing, 
subparagraph  (7),  of  §  20.45,  entitled 
Everglades  National  Park,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

(7)  Crab  traps  shall  have  rectangular 
openings  not  to  exceed  sixteen  square 
inches  in  area  and  the  longer  dimension 
shall  not  exceed  five  inches.  Crab  traps 
shall  be  buoyed. 

(Sec.  3.  39  Stat.  535,  as  amended,  sec.  209, 
48  Stat.  205;  16  U.  S.  C.  3.  40  U.  S.  C.  409) 

Issued  this  13th  day  of  July  1956. 

[seal]  George  W.  Fry, 

Acting  Superintendent, 
Everglades  National  Park. 

[F  R.  Doc.  56-6060;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:49  a.  m.[ 


TITLE  47— TELECOMMUNI¬ 
CATION 

Chapter  I — Federal  Communications 
Commission 

[Docket  No.  11515;  FCC  56-740] 

[Rules  Amdt.  3-22  [ 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  rules  governing 
television  broadcast  stations.  (Bryan- 
College  Station,  Texas). 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making  issued  in  this  proceeding  on  Oc¬ 
tober  5,  1955  (FCC  55-993).  The  Notice 
was  issued  pursuant  to  the  petition  filed 
on  July  5,  1955,  by  John  M.  Lawrence 
III,  individually  and  as  trustee  for  W.  C. 
Mitchell,  Frank  Seale,  G.  S.  Parker, 
Brazos  A.  Varisco,  and  John  M.  Law¬ 


rence,  to  make  Channel  3,  presently 
reserved  in  College  Station,  Texas  for 
education,  available  for  commercial  use. 
Petitioner  requested  that  Channel  3  be 
assigned  to  Bryan-College  Station  and 
that  either  Channel  48,  assigned  to  Col¬ 
lege  Station,  or  Channel  54,  assigned  to 
Bryan,  be  reserved  for  educational  use 
in  place  of  Channel  3. 

2.  Comments  in  support  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  were  filed  by  the 
Bryan  Independent  School  District.  Op¬ 
positions  to  the  proposal  were  filed  by 
Texas  Agricultural  and  Mechanical  Col¬ 
lege  System,  College  Station,  Texas  and 
the  Joint  Council  on  Educational  Televi¬ 
sion. 

3.  In  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment,  petitioner  alleged  that  since  the 
assignment  of  Channel  3  to  College  Sta¬ 
tion  in  1952,  no  action  has  been  taken  to 
make  use  of  the  channel  and  that  there 
is  no  evidence  that  such  use  is  even  re¬ 
motely  considered  at  this  time  or  within 
the  foreseeable  future.  Petitioner  states 
that  Bryan,  the  county  seat  and  the  larg¬ 
est  city  of  Brazos  County,  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  23,883  persons,  and  that  an  ad¬ 
ditional  6,000  inhabitants  reside  within 
a  2 -mile  radius  of  the  city  limits;  that 
the  population  of  College  Station  is  in 
excess  of  10,000;  that  the  Texas  Agri¬ 
cultural  and  Mechanical  College  of 
Texas,  located  at  College  Station,  has  a 
student  body  of  approximately  6,500  stu¬ 
dents  and  that  2,500  air  force  personnel 
and  600  civilians  reside  at  Bryan  Air 
Force  Base,  6  miles  west  of  Bryan;  that 
the  Bryan-College  Station  area,  of  which 
Bryan  is  the  retail  trade  center,  is  actu¬ 
ally  one  trade  territory,  and  that  it  has 
experienced  a  rapid  and  consistent 
growth  since  1940.  Petitioner  further 
asserts  that  numerous  existing  VHF  tele¬ 
vision  stations  can  be  received  in  the 
Bryan-College  Station  area;  and  that  no 
UHF  signal  can  be  received  within  50 
miles  of  the  area  and,  accordingly,  the 
television  receivers  owned  by  the  resi¬ 
dents  of  this  area  are  equipped  only  to 
receive  VHF  signals.  Petitioner  repre¬ 
sents  that  if  Channel  3  is  made  available 
for  commercial  use,  it  will  apply  for  a 
station. 

4.  The  Bryan  Independent  School  Dis¬ 
trict  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  asserts  that  there  is  no  chance, 
either  at  this  time  or  in  the  foreseeable 
future,  for  it  to  operate  an  educational 
television  station  on  Channel  3;  that  pe¬ 
titioner  has  offered  to  make  time  avail¬ 
able  to  the  school  district  and  other  local 
educational  institutions  on  the  proposed 
commercial  station;  and  that  the  edu¬ 
cational  program  of  the  area  would  be 
furthered  by  having  time  for  educational 
programs  made  available  on  the  proposed 
commercial  station  rather  than  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  unused  educational  reservation. 

5.  In  Opposition  to  the  proposed 
amendment,  Texas  Agricultural  and  Me¬ 
chanical  College  System  maintains  that 
of  the  three  channels  assigned  to  the 
Bryan-College  Station  area,  only  VHF 
Channel  3  is  of  any  value  for  educational 
purposes ;  that  it  has  been  making  a  care¬ 
ful  study  of  the  growing  use  of  educa¬ 
tional  television ;  and  that  in  view  of  the 
growing  importance  of  television  as  an 
educational  tool,  the  reservation  of  VHF 
Channel  3  in  College  Station  should  be 


Friday ,  July  27,  1956 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


5647 


continued  to  afford  it  the  opportunity  of 
entering  the  field  of  educational  tele¬ 
vision. 

6.  The  Joint  Council  on  Educational 
Television  argues  that  since  1952,  educa¬ 
tion  has  made  great  strides  in  using  tele¬ 
vision  for  education;  that  18  communi¬ 
ties  now  have  educational  television 
stations  in  operation,  serving  more  than 
40,000,000  people,  that  3  other  commun¬ 
ities  have  educational  stations  under 
construction  which  will  be  in  operation 
soon ;  and  that  7  communities  have  made 
substantial  progress  in  plans  to  build 
stations.  JCET  further  argues  that 
there  has  been  considerable  interest  in 
educational  television  in  Texas  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  in  1953  the  Texas  State 
Legislature  adopted  a  resolution  request¬ 
ing  the  Commissioner  of  Education  to 
appoint  a  Committee  to  look  into  the 
question  and  that  in  May  1955,  the 
Texas  Senate  adopted  Resolution  No.  60 
requesting  the  Commissioner  of  Educa¬ 
tion  to  continue  the  work  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  It  also  alleges  that  since  two- 
thirds  of  the  channels  reserved  for 
educational  use  are  UHP  it  would  be 
basically  unfair  to  delete  a  VHF  channel 
which  has  been  reserved  simply  be¬ 
cause  a  commercial  firm  seeks  its 
use  for  commercial  purposes;  that  if 
educational  reservations  are  deleted  or 
shifted  from  VHF  to  UHF,  educational 
leaders  will  not  be  able  to  continue  their 
long-range  planning  looking  toward  the 
activation  of  these  channels  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  educational  television  sta¬ 
tions  will  be  doomed. 

7.  In  the  Sixth  Report  and  Order  we 
recognized  that  educational  interests 
faced  difficulties  in  using  television  for 
educational  purposes  which  would  not  be 
encountered  by  commercial  interests. 
Accordingly,  we  reserved  the  educational 
channels  to  give  local  educational  inter¬ 
ests  adequate  time  to  prepare  for  televi¬ 
sion.  However,  we  expected  that  local 
educational  interests  would,  within  a 
reasonable  time,  undertake  to  formulate 
concrete  plans  for  the  utilization  of  the 
reserved  channels  and  begin  promptly  to 
take  definite  affirmative  action  looking 
toward  the  fulfillment  of  those  plans.  In 
the  absence  of  substantial  evidence  that 
the  educational  interests  in  a  locality 
have  made  constructive  efforts  to  fulfill 
these  expectations,  we  cannot  justify  the 
continued  reservation  of  available  spec¬ 
trum  space  for  educational  purposes, 
particularly  where  there  is  evidence  of  a 
demand  for  the  reserved  channel  for  a 
commercial  station  which  would  provide 
television  service  to  a  substantial  number 
of  persons.  The  record  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing  is  devoid  of  any  evidence  that  the 
educational  interests  in  College  Station 
have  made  any  concrete  plans  or  taken 
affirmative  action  looking  toward  the  use 
of  Channel  3  other  than  studies  of  the 
growing  use  of  educational  television. 
On  the  contrary,  certain  educational  in¬ 
terests  in  the  area  have  stated  that  there 
is  no  prospect  at  this  time  or  in  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future  of  operating  an  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  on  this  channel 
and  that  the  educational  program  of  the 
area  would  be  furthered  by  having  time 
made  available  on  the  proposed  com¬ 
mercial  station  rather  than  continuing 


the  educational  reservation.  These  cir¬ 
cumstances,  weighed  in  the  light  of  the 
important  fact  that  making  *3  available 
for  commercial  use  would  enable  this 
area  to  obtain  a  first  local  television  sta¬ 
tion,  have  persuaded  us  that  the  Table  of 
Television  Assignments  should  be 
amended  to  make  Channel  3  available  for 
commercial  use  and  reserve  Channel  48 
in  College  Station  for  education. 

8.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  herein  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tions  4  (i) ,  301,  303  (c) ,  (d) ,  (f )  and  (r) , 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended. 

9.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered.  That  effective  August  27,  1956, 
the  Table  of  Television  Assignments  con¬ 
tained  in  §  3.606  as  amended  insofar  as 
the  communities  named  are  concerned, 
as  follows: 


City:  Channel  No. 

Bryan-College  Station,  Tex _  3  + 

College  Station,  Tex _ _  *48  — 


(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interprets  or  applies  secs.  301,  303,  307, 
48  Stat.  1081,  1082,  1083;  47  U.  S.  C.  301,  303, 
307.) 

Adopted:  July  19, 1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,1 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6038;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:45  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  11715;  FCC  56-7561 
[Rules  Amdt.  3-24 [ 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 
table  of  assignments 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  Assignments,  Television  Broad¬ 
cast  Stations  (Fort  Wayne,  Indiana). 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rule  Making  issued  in  this  proceeding  on 
May  24,  1956  (FCC  56-481)  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  on  May 
30,  1956  (21  F.  R.  3699),  proposing  to 
amend  the  Commission’s  Table  of  Tele¬ 
vision  channel  assignments  by  shifting 
Channel  21+  from  Huntington  to  Fort 
Wayne,  Indiana. 

2.  Comments  have  been  filed  by  James 
R.  Fleming,  survivor  of  James  R.  Flem¬ 
ing  and  Paul  V.  McNutt,  doing  business 
as  Anthony  Wayne  Broadcasting,  an 
applicant  in  the  comparative  proceeding 
for  Channel  69  at  Fort  Wayne ;  Tri-State 
Television,  Inc.,  permittee  of  Station 
WINT  at  Waterloo,  Indiana;  and  the 
Huntington  Chamber  of  Commerce.  A 
Reply  was  filed  by  Sarkes  Tarzian,  Inc., 
applicant  for  a  new  station  on  Channel 
21  at  Roanoke,  Indiana. 

3.  Three  UHF  channels — Channels  27, 
33  and  69 — are  presently  assigned  to 
Fort  Wayne,  a  city  of  approximately 
134,000  persons  located  in  the  northeast 
portion  of  Indiana,  Channel  27  is  re- 

1  Commissioners  McConnaughey  and  Hyde 
dissenting. 


served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  and  is  unoccupied.  Northeastern 
Indiana  Broadcasting  Company  operates 
Station  WKJG-TV  on  Channel  33,  and 
Radio  Fort  Wayne,  Inc.,  has  been  issued 
a  construction  permit  for  Station  WANE 
on  Channel  69. 1  Channel  21,  originally 
assigned  to  Fort  Wayne  in  the  Sixth  Re¬ 
port  and  Order,  was  removed  from  that 
city  because  of  the  discovery  that  it  did 
not  meet  all  the  required  mileage  separa¬ 
tions.  It  was  later  assigned  to  the  com¬ 
munity  of  Huntington,  Indiana,  a  com¬ 
munity  of  15,079  persons  located  about 
22  miles  southwest  of  Fort  Wayne.  No 
other  channels  are  assigned  to  Hunting- 
ton.  Sarkes  Tarzian,  Inc.  is  an  appli¬ 
cant,  under  the  “15  mile’’  rule,  for  a  new 
station  on  Channel  21  (assigned  to  Hunt¬ 
ington)  at  Roanoke,  Indiana,  a  com¬ 
munity  of  808  persons  located  about  14 
miles  southwest  of  Fort  Wayne.  The 
only  other  assignment  in  the  area  is 
Channel  15,  assigned  to  Angola,  Indiana, 
approximately  38  miles  north  of  Fort 
Wayne.  Tri-State  Television,  Inc.,  op¬ 
erates  Station  WINT  on  this  channel  at 
Waterloo,  Indiana,  under  the  “15  mile” 
rule.*  Waterloo  is  a  community  of  1,414 
persons  located  14.2  miles  south  of  An¬ 
gola  and  24  miles  north  of  Fort  Wayne. 
A  petition  for  rule  making  was  filed  on 
February  3, 1956,  by  Tri-State  Television, 
Inc.,  requesting  that  Channel  15  be  re¬ 
assigned  to  Fort  Wayne  and  Channel  77 
substituted  therefor  in  Angola,  and  the 
Commission  has  this  date  instituted  rule 
making  on  this  proposal. 

4.  Anthony  Wayne  Broadcasting  sup¬ 
ports  the  reassignment  of  Channel  21 
from  Huntington  to  Fort  Wayne,  pro¬ 
vided  it  is  made  available  to  the  success¬ 
ful  applicant  for  Channel  69  at  Fort 
Wayne;  otherwise,  it  urges  that  Channel 
21  remain  at  Huntington.  It  contends 
that  it  applied  for  and  prosecuted  its  ap¬ 
plication  for  Channel  69  through  a  com¬ 
parative  hearing  and  subsequent  pro¬ 
ceedings  for  review  only  because  Channel 
21  was  deleted  from  Fort  Wayne  and 
Channel  69  substituted  therefor.  It 
points  out  that  the  outcome  of  the  Chan¬ 
nel  69  proceeding  is  still  uncertain  in 
light  of  the  pending  appeal  proceedings 
in  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals, 
and  urges  that  unless  Channel  21  is  made 
available  to  the  contestants  for  Channel 
69  in  the  event  it  is  reassigned  to  Fort 
Wayne,  those  who  underwent  the  com¬ 
parative  proceeding  in  reliance  on  the 
Commission’s  former  action  in  deleting 
Channel  69  from  Fort  Wayne,  will  be  un¬ 
justly  penalized.  It  further  states  that 
the  applicant  for  Channel  21  at  Roanoke 
is  in  reality  seeking  to  serve  Fort  Wayne 
and  that  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  the 
Commission’s  processes  to  reward  that 
applicant  who,  by  representing  that  it 
intended  to  serve  a  wholly  different  area, 

1  On  June  13, 1956,  the  Commission  author¬ 
ized  the  transfer  of  Station  WINT  on  Chan¬ 
nel  15  in  Waterloo,  Indiana,  to  Universal 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  owners  of  100 
percent  of  the  stock  of  Radio  Fort  Wayne, 
Inc.  Universal  stated  in  its  application  that 
it  will  surrender  its  permit  for  Station. 
WANE-TV  on  Channel  69  in  Fort  Wayne. 
The  transfer  becomes  effective  45  days  from, 
June  13th. 

*  See  footnote  1,  supra. 
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has  escaped  establishing  its  qualifica¬ 
tions  to  serve  Fort  Wayne. 

5.  Tri-State  Television,  Inc.,  permit¬ 
tee  of  Station  WINT  on  Channel  15  at 
Waterloo,  urges  that  its  petition  for 
shifting  Channel  15  from  Angola  to  Fort 
Wayne  was  filed  before  the  institution 
of  the  instant  proceeding,  and  should  be 
acted  upon  prior  to  the  proposal  to  as¬ 
sign  Channel  21  to  Fort  Wayne  since  its 
proposal  involves  an  operating  UHF 
station. 

6.  The  Huntington  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  urges  that  Channel  21  be  retained 
at  Huntington.  It  also  urges  that  the 
application  pending  for  Channel  21  at 
Roanoke  should  be  granted  so  that  Hunt¬ 
ington  can  have  its  own  TV  outlet.  It 
points  out  that  the  application  was  filed 
for  Roanoke,  within  15  miles  of  either 
Huntington  or  Fort  Wayne,  in  order  to 
conform  to  the  Commission’s  Rules. 
The  Chamber  of  Commerce  submits  that 
Huntington  has  needed  an  outlet  for 
some  time;  that  Huntington  and  Hunt¬ 
ington  County  have  no  radio  or  TV  sta¬ 
tion  or  any  outlet  for  local  expression, 
and  that  the  nearest  radio  and  TV  sta¬ 
tions  are  at  Fort  Wayne.  While  con¬ 
ceding  that  Fort  Wayne  has  a  larger 
population  than  Huntington,  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  urges  that  Fort  Wayne 
should  not  be  given  a  third  commercial 
TV  channel  by  depriving  Huntington  of 
its  only  assignment.  It  points  out  that 
Huntington  is  in  the  heart  of  a  rich  agri¬ 
cultural  area;  that  34  religious  groups, 
including  a  monastery  and  school,  are 
in  Huntington;  that  educational  facili¬ 
ties  include  public  schools,  libraries,  pa¬ 
rochial  schools  and  colleges;  that  there 
are  many  professional,  civic,  fraternal 
and  labor  organizations,  societies  and 
clubs ;  and  that  the  largest  Catholic  pub¬ 
lishing  house.  Our  Sunday  Visitor,  Inc., 
the  Indiana  Farmer’s  Guide,  and  nu¬ 
merous  other  industries  and  industrial 
plants  are  located  in  Huntington  and 
Roanoke  or  nearby  towns.  It  states  that 
the  applicant  for  Channel  21  at  Roanoke 
has  included  within  its  schedule  pro¬ 
grams  affording  local  expression  for 
various  groups,  as  well  as  educational, 
agricultural,  and  network  programs. 

7.  In  its  reply  Sarkes  Tarzian,  Inc., 
urges  that  the  subject  proceeding  for 
shifting  Channel  21  to  Fort  Wayne  be 
cancelled  or  withdrawn  and  that  its 
pending  application  for  Channel  21  be 
granted  so  that  small  communities  in 
the  area  will  have  an  outlet  for  local  ex¬ 
pression  and  the  residents  of  the  Hunt- 
ington-Roanoke-Fort  Wayne  area  will  be 
able  to  have  a  choice  of  three  instead  of 
two  stations.  It  claims  that  the  conten¬ 
tions  of  Anthony  Wayne  to  the  effect 
that  it  represented  in  its  application  that 
it  intended  to  serve  a  wholly  different 
area  than  Fort  Wayne  when  it  was  in 
reality  intending  to  reach  Fort  Wayne 
“through  a  back  door”  are  without  merit; 
that  it  intends  to  provide  programming 
for  the  entire  service  area  and  has  never 
contended  that  it  would  program  exclu¬ 
sively  for  Huntington,  Fort  Wayne,  Roa¬ 
noke,  or  any  other  community ;  that  the 
close  proximity  of  Huntington,  Roanoke 
and  Fort  Wayne  enables  a  station  to 
serve  more  than  one  town ;  that  its  prob¬ 
lems  in  connection  with  finding  a  suit¬ 
able  transmitter  site  and  the  reasons  for 


selecting  its  proposed  site  are  fully  ex¬ 
plained  in  affidavits  filed  in  connection 
with  its  application;  and  that  its  applica¬ 
tion  complies  with  both  present  and  pro¬ 
posed  rules. 

8.  Channel  21  was  originally  assigned 
to  Fort  Wayne  by  the  Sixth  Report  and 
Order,  but  was  removed  upon  discovery 
that  it  did  not  meet  all  minimum  spac- 
ings.  The  Commission  subsequently  de¬ 
nied  two  requests  for  the  reassignment  of 
Channel  21  from  Huntington  to  Fort 
Wayne  (Memorandum  Opinion  and  Or¬ 
der,  FCC  55-803,  July  20,  1955).  Our 
principal  reason  for  doing  so  was  based 
on  the  fact  that  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  21  to  Fort  Wayne  could  not  be  made 
in  conformance  with  the  minimum  spac¬ 
ing  requirements.  Since  that  decision 
the  Commission  has  considered  in  two 
rule  making  proceedings  the  matter  of 
whether  the  minimum  separation  re¬ 
quirements  should  be  relaxed  to  provide 
more  flexibility  in  making  assignments 
so  as  to  permit  additional  service  and 
more  effective  competition  among  sta¬ 
tions.  These  were  the  general  television 
allocation  proceeding  in  Docket  No.  11532 
and  a  separate  proceeding  in  Docket  No. 
11714.  In  our  Report  and  Order  of  June 
26,  1956,  in  the  television  allocation  pro¬ 
ceeding,  we  concluded  that  it  would  be 
in  the  public  interest  to  relax  spacing 
requirements  to  permit  assignments  that 
would  meet  all  requirements  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  rules,  including  transmitting  spacing 
requirements,  except  the  minimum  spac¬ 
ing  requirements  from  the  city  where  a 
new  assignment  is  proposed.  In  addition, 
we  have  this  date  reached  the  same  con¬ 
clusion  in  the  proceeding  in  Docket  No. 
11714  and  have  finalized  amendments  to 
the  mileage  separation  rules  permitting 
channel  assignments  on  the  basis  of 
showings  that  spacings  measured  from 
transmitter  sites  would  meet  the  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  spacing  and  principal 
city  coverage  requirements.  Under  the 
new  rules  governing  minimum  spacing 
requirements,  Channel  21  can  be  assigned 
to  Fort  Wayne. 

9.  Upon  our  careful  consideration  of 
the  comments  and  all  the  factors  in¬ 
volved,  we  have  determined  that  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  will  best  be  served  by  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  21  to  Fort  Wayne. 
Fort  Wayne  is  the  largest  community  in 
the  area,  and  the  smaller  communities 
of  Huntington  and  Roanoke  are  in  such 
close  proximity  to  Fort  Wayne  that  the 
utilization  of  Channel  21  at  Fort  Wayne 
will  provide  additional  television  service 
to  those  communities  and  many  other 
communities  in  the  area.  We  are  not  un¬ 
mindful  of  the  desire  of  Huntington  for 
a  local  outlet  or  the  demand  for  the  use 
of  Channel  21  at  Roanoke.  Those  com¬ 
munities,  however,  are  so  near  to  Fort 
Wayne  and  so  much  smaller,  that  any 
station  located  in  either  of  them  would 
include  Fort  Wayne  in  its  coverage  and 
service  area,  and  while  in  competition 
with  Fort  Wayne  stations,  would  be  at  a 
competitive  disadvantage  because  of  its 
location.  We  have  just  concluded  a 
study  extending  over  many  months  in 
the  general  television  allocation  proceed¬ 
ing  of  ways  and  means  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lems  inhibiting  the  expansion  of  the  tele¬ 
vision  service;  and  in  our  Report  and 
Order  of  June  26,  1956,  we  outline  our 


proposed  long-range  and  interim  course 
of  action.  Our  interim  plans  are  directed 
to  improving  the  opportunities  for  effec¬ 
tive  competition  among  a  greater  num¬ 
ber  of  stations  in  many  areas.  We  do  not 
believe  that  the  utilization  of  Channel 
21  in  Huntington  or  Roanoke  would  be 
in  accord  with  this  objective,  and  we  are 
of  the  view  that  its  utilization  in  Fort 
Wayne  would  improve  the  competitive 
television  situation  in  the  area  and  pro¬ 
vide  more  effective  television  service  to 
the  entire  area. 

10.  While  we  have  determined  that 
Channel  21  should  be  assigned  to  Fort 
Wayne,  we  are  of  the  view  that  this  as¬ 
signment  should  be  made  available  for 
application  by  any  interested  party  and 
that  Anthony  Wayne  Broadcasting’s  re¬ 
quest  that  it  be  made  available  to  the 
Channel  69  applicants  should  be  re¬ 
jected.  We  also  believe  that  there  is  no 
justification  for  withholding  our  decision 
in  this  proceeding  pending  final  action 
on  the  petition  of  Tri-State  Television, 
Inc.,  for  shifting  Channel  15  from  An¬ 
gola  to  Fort  Wayne. 

11.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  herein  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tions  4  (i),  303  (c),  (d),  (f)  and  (r)  and 
307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended. 

12.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  it  is  or¬ 
dered,  That  effective  August  27,  1956,  the 
Table  of  Assignments  contained  in 
§  3.606  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations  is  amended,  insofar  as  the 
cities  named  are  concerned,  as  follows: 

(a)  Add; 

City:  Channel  No. 

Fort  Wayne,  Ind _  21+,  *27+,  33-,  69 

(b)  Delete  Huntington,  Indiana,  from 
the  table. 

(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interprets  or  applies  secs.  303,  307,  48 
Stat.  1082,  1083;  47  U.  S.  C.  303,  307.) 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released;  July  23, 1956. 

[seal]  Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6040;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:45  a.  m.] 


I  Docket  No.  11714;  FCC  56-755] 

[Rules  Amdt.  3-23] 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 

REFERENCE  POINTS  AND  DISTANCE  ' 
COMPUTATIONS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.611 
(a)  (2)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations. 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making  issued  in  this  proceeding  on  May 
24,  1956,  and  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  30, 1956  (21  F.  R.  3699) , 
proposing  to  amend  §  3.611  (a)  (2)  of 
the  rules  and  regulations  so  as  to  permit 
a  5-mile  tolerance  in  making  assign¬ 
ments  to  communities  which  do  not  meet 
the  minimum  separation  requirements  to 
an  existing  transmitter  site  in  another 
community  provided  transmitter  sites 
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are  available  which  would  meet  the  min¬ 
imum  spacing  requirements. 

2.  Three  parties,  American  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Tri-State  Television,  Inc., 
and  National  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.,  filed  comments  generally  support¬ 
ing  the  proposed  amendment  or  its  ob¬ 
jective.  The  latter  two  parties  suggested 
certain  modifications  or  revisions. 

3.  ABC  urges  that  there  is  sound  rea¬ 
son  for  adopting  the  amendment  since 
it  would  raise  no  serious  question  with 
respect  to  engineering  standards  or  pol¬ 
icy  and  would  introduce  an  element  of 
flexibility  in  the  allocation  of  channels 
which  might  help  to  improve  the  tele¬ 
vision  situation  in  particular  commu¬ 
nities.  ABC  submits,  however,  that  the 
degree  of  flexibility  permitted  by  the 
amendment  in  applying  spacing  require¬ 
ments,  although  useful  and  a  step  in 
the  right  direction,  is  too  limited  to  solve 
the  basic  television  problem  of  providing 
an  adequate  number  of  competitive  as¬ 
signments  in  many  communities,  and  for 
that  reason  it  had  proposed  much  more 
extensive  modification  of  spacing  re¬ 
quirements  in  the  general  allocation 
proceeding  in  Docket  No.  11532. 

4.  Tri-State  Television  urges  that  the 
proposed  amendment  would  encourage 
the  utilization  of  unoccupied  channels 
assigned  to  towns  too  small  to  support  a 
station  by  permitting  the  reassignment 
of  the  channel  to  a  larger  community 
where  there  is  a  greater  chance  for  suc¬ 
cessful  operation.  It  contends,  however, 
that  the  scope  of  the  amendment  is  too 
restricted  since  the  5 -mile  limitation  is 
not  sufficiently  flexible  to  accomplish  this 
purpose,  and  since,  under  the  terms  of 
the  proposed  amendment,  it  would  not 
accommodate  the  situation  where  an 
existing  station,  hard-pressed  to  survive 
in  a  small  town,  proposes  reassignment 
of  its  channel  to  a  nearby  city  capable  of 
supporting  it.  Tri-State  urges  that  there 
are  even  more  compelling  reasons  for 
relaxing  spacing  requirements  to  afford 
relief  to  existing  stations  than  to  poten¬ 
tial  telecasters,  and  it  urges  that  the 
amendment  be  modified  to  take  care  of 
both  types  of  situations  by  permitting 
channel  assignments  or  reassignments 
even  though  minimum  separation  re¬ 
quirements  cannot  be  met,  provided  that 
transmitter  sites  are  available  which 
would  meet  the  required  spacings  and 
the  minimum  field  intensity  over  the 
community. 

5.  NBC  favors  the  general  objective 
of  the  amendment — to  increase  the  util¬ 
ity  of  channels  by  permitting  additional 
assignments  without  degrading  service. 
It  claims  that  the  proposed  rule  can  be 
useful  in  any  revision  of  the  allocation 
plan  because  it  permits  the  creation  of 
additional  competitive  VHP  markets  and 
UHF-only  markets.  However,  NBC  be¬ 
lieves  that,  to  avoid  compounding  the 
present  allocation  problem,  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  an  overall  reallocation  plan 
or  principles,  the  proposed  amendment 
should  be  made  applicable  to  only  two 
types  of  situations:  (1)  Where  2  VHF 
or  2  UHF  markets  can  be  converted  to 
three  or  more  VHF  or  UHF  markets ;  and 
(2)  in  the  creation  of  new  UHF-only 
markets  where,  by  reason  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  mileage  tolerance,  it  is  possible  to 
reassign  to  a  VHF  market  any  non¬ 


operating  VHF  station  or  any  VHF  sta¬ 
tions  which  commenced  operation  as  a 
consequence  of  the  Commission’s  Orders 
of  November  10,  1955.  NBC  urges  that 
to  the  extent  that  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  permits  a  station  to  identify  itself 
with  a  more  important  market,  its  eco¬ 
nomic  status  can  be  enhanced  and  its 
prospects  for  successful  commercial 
operation  and  capacity  to  render  greater 
public  service  improved.  It  points  out 
that  adoption  of  the  amendment  will 
not  adversely  affect  service  since  station 
licensees  will  still  have  the  same  respon¬ 
sibility  and  opportunity  to  serve  their 
entire  service  areas,  including  the 
smaller  communities  therein.  It  cau¬ 
tions,  however,  that  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  may  result  in  some  limitations  on 
possible  future  transmitter  moves  by 
existing  stations,  and  it  suggests  that 
the  Commission  guard  against  such  a 
result  by  either  requiring  a  new  station 
authorized  as  a  result  of  the  amendment 
to  comply  with  a  5-mile  increase  in  the 
applicable  minimum  spacing  provision  in 
locating  its  transmitter  site  or  by  allow¬ 
ing  an  adversely  affected  existing  station 
in  any  future  move  a  5-mile  reduction  in 
the  minimum  station  separation  require¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  new  station. 
NBC  agrees  with  Tri-State  that  limiting 
the  reduction  in  the  minimum  assign¬ 
ment  separations  to  only  5  miles  is  un¬ 
necessarily  restrictive  since  adequate 
interference  protection  and  service  qual¬ 
ity  is  insured  by  the  requirement  that 
the  transmitter  sites  meet  all  technical 
requirements  relating  to  minimum 
spacing  and  principal  city  coverage. 

6.  Sarkes  Tarzian,  Inc.,  applicant  for 
a  new  station  at  Roanoke,  Indiana 
(BPCT-1988),  filed  a  peittion  in  this 
proceeding  requesting  withdrawal  of  the 
Notice.  There  is  no  merit  to  its  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  Commission’s  statement 
of  policy  with  respect  to  minimum  spac¬ 
ing  requirements  in  its  Report  and 
Order  of  June  26,  1956,  in  the  general 
allocation  proceeding  (Docket  No. 
11532),  being  broader  than  the  5-mile 
tolerance  proposal,  constitutes  grounds 
for  cancelling  this  proceeding.  The 
Commission  took  no  action  in  the  allo¬ 
cation  proceeding  to  implement  its 
policy  statement  by  amendment  of  the 
rules.  Since  the  subject  proceeding  was 
instituted  to  consider  amendment  of  the 
pertinent  section  of  the  rules  and  the 
degree  of  relaxation  which  should  be 
permitted  in  the  minimum  assignment 
spacing  requirements,  it  is  proper  for  the 
Commission  to  effectuate  i^s  policy 
statement  in  this  proceeding. 

7.  We  have  carefully  considered  the 
comments  filed  in  this  proceeding  and 
conclude  that  the  mileage  separation  re¬ 
quirements  should  be  relaxed  to  make 
assignments  possible  to  communities, 
even  though  they  do  not  meet  present 
mileage  separation  requirements,  when 
transmitter  sites  are  available  which  do 
meet  all  technical  requirements  on  mini¬ 
mum  spacings  and  principal  city  cover¬ 
age.  We  also  conclude  that  there  is  no 
need  to  limit  the  relaxation  of  the  as¬ 
signment  spacing  requirements  to  5  miles 
nor  to  cases  where  an  authorized  trans¬ 
mitter  site  is  available  for  use  as  a  refer¬ 
ence  point  in  the  communities  to  which 
measurements  must  be  made,  as  origi¬ 


nally  proposed  in  this  proceeding.  As 
pointed  out  in  the  comments,  these  lim¬ 
itations  are  unnecessarily  restrictive  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  adherence  to  the 
technical  standards  and  the  quality  of 
service  can  be  assured  by  permitting 
channel  assignments  on  the  basis  of 
spacings  measured  from  transmitter  sites 
only  when  such  sites  meet  all  minimum 
spacing  and  minimum  signal  require¬ 
ments. 

8.  We  reached  this  same  conclusion  in 
our  Report  and  Order  of  June  26,  1956, 
in  the  general  allocation  proceeding  in 
Docket  No.  11532.  In  outlining  the  im¬ 
mediate  steps  which  we  proposed  to  take 
to  improve  the  opportunities  for  effective 
competition  among  a  greater  number  of 
stations,  we  pointed  out  that  in  appro¬ 
priate  instances  it  might  be  desirable  to 
make  changes  in  channel  assignments 
which  could  meet  all  requirements  of  the 
present  rules,  including  minimum  trans¬ 
mitter  spacing  requirements,  except  the 
present  minimum  spacing  requirements 
from  the  city  where  a  new  assignment  is 
proposed.  We  stated  that  “since  it  is  the 
spacing  from  the  transmitter  that  is 
critical,  we  believe,  that  it  will  be  in  the 
public  interest  to  relax  the  present  rules 
in  order  to  permit  new  assignments  that 
can  be  utilized  within  reasonable  dis¬ 
tance  from  the  city  in  conformity  with 
the  minimum  spacing  requirement.” 
While  this  relaxation  of  the  rules  will 
provided  no  cure-all  for  the  television 
problems  which  have  been  impeding  the 
expansion  of  the  television  service,  it  will 
provide  needed  flexibility  in  the  making 
of  channel  assignments  which  will  permit 
additional  service  and  more  effective 
competition  among  stations  in  some 
communities. 

9.  We  are  therefore  amending  the 
mileage  separation  rules  along  the  lines 
suggested  by  Tri-State  to  permit  channel 
assignments  on  the  basis  of  showings 
that  spacings  measured  from  transmitter 
sites  meet  the  minimum  assignment 
spacing  and  principal  city  coverage  re¬ 
quirements.  The  added  flexibility  per¬ 
mitted  in  making  channel  assignments 
by  the  amendment  will  be  useful  in  the 
situations  mentioned  by  NBC,  but  we  do 
not  believe  it  desirable  to  limit  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  amendment  to  such  situa¬ 
tions.  We  also  believe  that  it  is  neither 
necessary  nor  desirable,  on  the  basis  of 
the  information  before  us  at  this  time,  to 
include  in  the  amendment  any  provision 
to  insure  that  it  will  not  adversely  affect 
possible  future  plans  of  existing  stations 
to  move  their  transmitter  sites. 

10.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  herein  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tions  4  (i),  301,  303  (c),  (d),  <f)  and  (r), 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended. 

11.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered,  That  effective  August  27,  1956, 
Part  3  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  is  amended,  as  follows: 

Section  3.611  (a)  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  a  new  subparagraph  (4)  thereof,  to 
read  as  follows: 

(4)  Where  the  distance  between  the 
reference  point  in  a  community  to  which 
a  channel  is  proposed  to  be  assigned  and 
the  reference  point  in  another  commun¬ 
ity  or  communities  does  not  meet  the 
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minimum  separation  requirements  of 
§  3.610,  the  channel  may  be  assigned  to 
such  community  upon  a  showing  that  a 
transmitter  site  is  available  that  would 
meet  the  minimum  separation  require¬ 
ments  of  §  3.610  and  the  minimum  field 
Intensity  requirements  of  §  3.685.  In 
such  cases,  where  a  station  is  not  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  community  or  commun¬ 
ities  to  which  measurements  from  the 
proposed  channel  assignment  must  be 
made  pursuant  to  §  3.610,  a  showing 
should  also  be  made  that  the  distance 
between  suitable  transmitter  sites  in 
such  other  community  or  communities 
and  the  proposed  transmitter  site  for  the 
new  channel  meet  the  Commission’s 
minimum  spacing  and  coverage  require¬ 
ments. 

(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interprets  or  applies  secs.  301,  303,  307, 
48  Stat.  1081,  1082,  1083;  47  U.  S.  C.  301,  303, 
307) 

Adopted:  July  19, 1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal!  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-6039;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:45  a.  m.J 


[Docket  No.  11369;  FCC  56-7581 
[Rules  Amdt.  3-25 [ 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  Assignments,  rules  governing 
television  broadcast  stations  (Moses 
Lake,  Wash.). 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making  (FCC  55-484)  issued  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  on  April  21,  1955,  with  respect  to 
the  petition  of  KSEM,  Inc.,  for  the  as¬ 
signment  of  television  Channel  8  to 
Moses  Lake,  Washington.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this  assignment,  Channel  11 
must  be  substituted  for  Channel  8  in 
Walla  Walla,  and  the  offset  carrier  re¬ 
quirement  for  Channel  11  in  Tacoma 
must  be  changed  from  11+  to  11  —  .l 

2.  Comments  were  filed  by  KSEM, 
Inc.,  Moses  Lake,  Washington ;  Basin  TV 
Company,  Ephrata,  Washington ;  the 
Mayor  of  Moses  Lake  and  other  indi¬ 
vidual  parties. 

3.  KSEM,  Inc.  submits  in  support  of 
its  request  that  the  assignment  of  Chan- 


1  The  Notice  specified  that  comments  were 
to  be  filed  by  May  16,  1955,  with  reply  com¬ 
ments  10  days  thereafter.  On  May  26,  1955, 
KSEM,  Inc.,  filed  a  request  for  an  extension 
of  time  until  June  1,  1955,  to  reply  to  com¬ 
ments  filed  by  Basin  TV  Company.  KSEM 
urged  that  the  NARTB  Convention  and  the 
press  of  other  business  made  the  extension 
necessary.  KSEM  filed  its  reply  comments 
on  June  1,  1955;  and  on  June  10,  1955,  Basin 
TV  Company  filed  a  reply,  urging  that  such 
a  pleading  was  necessary  to  complete  the 
record,  since  its  counterproposal  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  new  proposal.  The  Commission 
has  considered  all  of  the  above  comments  in 
this  proceeding. 


nel  8  to  Moses  Lake  would  bring  a  VHF 
service  to  an  area  which  presently  has  no 
VHF  service  and  has  no  operating  UHF 
stations;  that  it  would  provide  service  to 
a  large  number  of  persons  who  do  not  at 
present  receive  any  Grade  B  signals  or 
better;  and  that  the  proposed  assign-' 
ment  would  conform  to  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  standards 

4.  Basin  TV  Company,  permittee  of 
television  Station  KBAS-TV  authorized 
to  operate  on  Channel  43  at  Ephrata  * 
filed  an  opposition  to  the  KSEM  proposal 
and  advanced  a  counterproposal  de¬ 
signed  to  deintermix  the  VHF  and  UHF 
channel  assignments  in  the  general  area. 
Basin  TV  notes  that  it  is  the  permittee  of 
a  UHF  station  in  Ephrata,  only  19  miles 
from  Moses  Lake,  and  submits  that  a 
VHF  station  in  Moses  Lake  would  create 
intermixture  in  the  area,  placing  the 
UHF  stations  at  a  competitve  disadvan¬ 
tage  and  deterring  the  building  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  other  UHF  stations.  Basin  TV 
advances  a  counterproposal  to  deinter¬ 
mix  the  area  by  deleting  one  of  the  two 
VHF  channels  assigned  to  Walla  Walla 
and  reserving  the  other  for  education, 
as  follows: 


City 

*  Channel  No.  ‘ 

Present 

Proposed 

Walla  Walla . 

5,  8,  *22 
43 

*5,  22,  44,  50 
16 

36  or  43 
31 
25 

Ephrata . . . __ . 

Moses  Lake . . . - 

25 

31 

ltichland . . . . 

Basin  TV  explains  that  the  change  in 
Ephrata  is  necessary  in  order  to  make  a 
UHF  channel  available  in  Moses  Lake, 
and  requests  that  the  Commission  order 
it  to  show  cause  why  its  authorization  for 
Station  KBAS-TV  at  Ephrata  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  16  in  place  of  Channel  43. 

5.  In  opposition  to  the  deintermixture 
counterproposal,  KSEM  contends  that 
such  deintermixture  would  result  in  a 
large  “white  area”  in  which  many  com¬ 
munities  and  persons  would  not  receive 
television  service  from  any  existing  sta¬ 
tion.  KSEM  argues  that  service  can  be 
provided  for  the  North  Central  Washing¬ 
ton  region  only  by  a  wide-coverage  VHF 
station  in  light  of  the  terrain  factors 
and  population  distribution  in  this  area. 
In  reply  to  the  contention  concerning 
“white  area”.  Basin  TV  submits  that  in 
the  event  the  UHF  assignments  in  the 
area,  including  that  proposed  for  Moses 
Lake,  are  employed  with  maximum 
power  and  antenna  height  of  1000  feet 
above  average  terrain  no  “white  area” 
would  result.* 


s  Basin  TV  Company  received  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Channel  43  at  Ephrata  on  May  4, 
1955.  However,  on  July  5,  1955,  the  Com¬ 
mission  upon  the  protest  of  KSEM,  Post¬ 
poned  the  effective  date  of  this  grant  and 
ordered  a  hearing  (Docket  No.  11414).  The 
hearing  has  been  completed  and  final  Deci¬ 
sion  is  being  awaited. 

3  KSEM  advances  a  number  of  contentions 
directed  to  the  fact  that  the  UHF  station  in 
Ephrata  is  proposed  to  be  operated  as  a  satel¬ 
lite.  In  addition,  on  October  5,  1955,  KSEM 
filed  a  Motion  to  Incorporate  Related  Data 
From  Docket  No.  11414  (the  protest  hearing) 


6.  The  Commission  on  June  25,  1956, 
adopted  a  Report  and  Order  in  its  gen¬ 
eral  television  allocation  proceeding  in 
Docket  No.  11532,  outlining  a  long-range 
program  designed  to  improve  the  tele¬ 
vision  allocation  structure  and  at  the 
same  time  specifying  the  bases  on  which 
consideration  would  be  given  to  interim 
channel  changes,  with  a  view  to  improv¬ 
ing  the  immediate  television  situation  in 
particular  communities  and  areas.  The 
proposal  to  assign  a  first  VHF  channel 
in  the  Moses  Lake  area,  we  believe,  would 
not  be  consistent  with  the  objectives 
enunciated  in  that  Report  and  Order. 
All  of  the  assignments  in  the  Moses  Lake 
area  are  presently  in  the  UHF  band  and 
we  believe  the  record  indicates  that  this 
area  will  be  adequately  served  by  UHF. 
The  Moses  Lake  area  is  one  which  espe¬ 
cially  conduces  to  the  growth  of  UHF 
service.  Assigning  a  VHF  channel  in 
Moses  Lake  would  tend  to  inhibit  such 
growth.  We  are  of  the  view,  therefore, 
that  the  assignment  of  Channel  8  to 
Moses  Lake  would  not  serve  the  public 
interest.  We  do  believe,  however,  that 
the  assignment  of  a  television  channel  to 
Moses  Lake  is  warranted  and  we  are 
therefore  assigning  UHF  Channel  61  to 
this  community. 

7.  While  we  have  concluded  that  the 
Moses  Lake  area  should  remain  UHF  by 
rejecting  the  proposal  to  assign  Channel 
8,  we  are  not  of  the  view  that  we  should 
adopt  the  suggestion  of  Basin  TV  to 
make  Walla  Walla  a  UHF  area  by  delet¬ 
ing  from  commercial  use  the  two  VHF 
channels  assigned  there.  Walla  Walla 
is  situated  at  a  sufficient  distance  from 
Moses  Lake  so  that  the  operation  of  VHF 
stations  in  Walla  Walla  would  not  have 
serious  adverse  effect  on  UHF  operations 
in  the  Moses  Lake  area.  Two  commer¬ 
cial  VHF  channels  are  presently  assigned 
to  Walla  Walla  in  addition  to  one  UHF 
channel  reserved  for  education.  Basin 
TV  has  not  established  a  basis  in  this 
proceeding  for  deletion  of  the  two  VHF 
channels  from  commercial  use  in  Walla 
Walla.  Walla  Walla  is  presently  a  VHF 
community  and  we  believe  that  there 
is  no  necessity  for  revising  the  allocations 
in  this  area  at  this  time. 

8.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  herein  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tions  4  (i),  301,  303  (c),  (d),  (f)  and 
(r)  and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934,  as  amended. 

9.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is  or¬ 
dered,  That  the  petition  of  KSEM,  Inc. 
and  the  counterproposal  of  Basin  TV 
Company  are  denied. 

10.  It  is  further  ordered,  That  effec¬ 
tive  August  27,  1956,  the  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  contained  in  §  3.606  of  the 


In  the  rule  making  proceeding.  KSEM  asks 
the  Commission  to  incorporate  the  transcript, 
the  exhibits  and  the  findings  of  the  parties 
in  the  protest  bearings.  However,  the  Com¬ 
mission  does  not  believe  that  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  incorporate  the  record  of  the 
protest  hearing  into  this  rule  making  pro¬ 
ceeding.  KSEM  has  had  full  opportunity  to 
present  its  comments  in  this  proceeding  and 
we  see  no  necessity  for  burdening  the  rule 
making  proceeding  with  evidence  relating  to 
the  issues  in  the  protest  matter.  The  Motion 
of  KSEM  is  therefore  denied. 
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Commission’s  rules  and  regulations  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Add: 


City:  Channel 

Moses  Lake.  Wash - — - - —  61 


(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interprets  or  applies  secs.  301,  303,  307, 
48  Stat.  1081,  1082,  1083;  47  U.  S.  C,  301,  303, 
307) 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  25,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal!  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  56-6068;  Filed.  July  26,  1956; 
8:50  a.  in.) 


[Docket  No.  11374] 

Part  7 — Stations  on  Land  in  the 
Maritime  Services 

Part  8 — Stations  on  Shipboard  in  the 
Maritime  Services 

assignable  frequencies 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  Parts 
7  and  8  of  the  Commission’s  rules  to 
delete  the  frequencies  6240  kc  and  6455 
kc  and  to  make  the  frequency  4372.4  kc 
available  on  a  full-time  basis  for  ship 
and  coast  stations  using  radiotelephony 
on  the  Mississippi  River  and  connecting 
inland  waterways  (except  the  Great 
Lakes) . 

The  Commission’s  Report  and  Order 
of  July  6,  1956,  in  the  above-entitled 
matter  (FCC  56-648)  which  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
18,  1956,  at  page  5361  is  corrected  as 
follows: 

Appendix  4,  Item  E.3.  This  item 
amends  §  8.351  (d)  (11)  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  rules.  In  subparagraph  (11)  the 
frequency  8205.5  kc  was  erroneously 
listed  as  8025.5  kc.  As  corrected,  §  8.351 
(d)  (11)  reads  as  follows: 

(11)  The  frequency  8205.5  kc  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  use  on  the  Mississippi  River 
and  connecting  inland  waters  (except 
the  Great  Lakes)  upon  the  express  con¬ 
dition  that  transmission  on  this  fre¬ 
quency  during  the  period  from  8:00  p.  m. 
until  5:00  a.  m.,  c.  s.  t.  is  prohibited. 

Released:  July  20,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6041;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[Rules  Arndt.  16-10] 

Part  10 — Public  Safety  Radio  Services 
miscellaneous  amendments 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  Part 
10  of  the  Commission’s  rules  governing 
Public  Safety  Radio  Services  to  conform 
No.  145 - S 


with  Part  17  Construction,  Marking,  and 
Lighting  of  Antenna  Structures. 

The  Commission,  having  under  con¬ 
sideration  amendment  of  Part  10,  “Rules 
Governing  Public  Safety  Radio  Services”, 
to  conform  with  changes  recently  ef¬ 
fected  in  Part  17  (§  17.3)  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules: 

It  appearing  that  the  existing  provi¬ 
sions  of  Part  10  with  respect  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  applications 
shall  be  accompanied  by  FCC  Form 
401-A  are  at  variance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  Part  17;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  amendment  herein  ordered 
has  already  been  the  subject  of  formal 
rule  making  in  Docket  11306,  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  Amendment  of  Part  17  by  Re¬ 
port  and  Order  released  April  30,  1956, 
Mimeo  30395,  21  F.  R.  2952;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  general  no¬ 
tice  of  proposed  rule  making  under  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  is  unnecessary  because  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  editorial  in  nature  and  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  conforming  Part  10  with 
Part  17,  and  that  for  the  same  reason 
this  amendment  may  become  effective  10 
days  after  the  date  of  this  Order; 

It  is  ordered.  This  23d  day  of  July  1958, 
that,  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in 
sections  4  (i)  and  303  (f),  (q),  and  (r) 
of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended,  and  Section  0.341  (a)  of  the 
Commission’s  Statement  of  Organiza¬ 
tion,  Delegations  of  Authority  and  Other 
Information,  Part  10  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  governing  Public  Safety  Radio 
Services,  is  amended,  effective  July  31, 
1956,  as  set  forth  below. 

Released:  July  24, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

Lseal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

Amend  Part  10,  Rules  Governing  Pub¬ 
lic  Safety  Radio  Services,  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  respects: 

1.  Amend  §  10.2  (aa)  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(aa)  Antenna  structure  defined.  The 
term  “antenna  structure”  includes  the 
radiating  system,  its  supporting  struc¬ 
tures,  and  any  surmounting  appurte¬ 
nances. 

2.  Amend  §  10.58  (d)  (1)  and  (2)  to 
read  as  follows: 

(l)  The  antenna  structures  proposed 
to  be  erected  will  exceed  an  overall 
height  of  170  feet  above  ground  level, 
except  that  where  the  antenna  is 
mounted  on  top  of  an  existing  man-made 
structure,  other  than  an  antenna  struc¬ 
ture,  and  does  not  increase  the  overall 
height  of  such  man-made  structure  by 
more  than  20  feet,  no  Form  401-A  need 
be  filed;  or 

(2)  The  antenna  structures  proposed 
to  be  erected  will  exceed  an  overall  height 
of  one  foot  above  the  established  air¬ 
port  (landing  area)  elevation  for  each 
200  feet  of  distance,  or  fraction  thereof, 
from  the  nearest  boundary  of  such  land¬ 


ing  area,  except  that  where  the  antenna 
does  not  exceed  20  feet  above  th  ground 
or  if  the  antenna  is  mounted  on  top  of 
an  existing  man-made  structure,  other 
than  an  antenna  structure,  or  natural 
formation  and  does  not  increase  the 
overall  height  of  such  man-made  struc¬ 
ture  or  natural  formation  by  more  than 
20  feet,  no  Form  401-A  need  be  filed. 

(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended:  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  303,  48  Stat.  1082, 
as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C.  303) 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6069;  Filed.  July  26.  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  9892;  FCC  56-770] 

[Rules  Amdt,  13-71 

Part  13 — Commercial  Radio  Operators 

POSTPONEMENT  OF  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  13.61 
of  Part  13  of  the  Commission’s  rules  gov¬ 
erning  Commercial  Radio  Operators  de¬ 
fining  the  operating  authority  of  holders 
of  the  Restricted  Radiotelephone  Opera¬ 
tor  Permit  and  the  Aircraft  Radiotele¬ 
phone  Operator  Authorization. 

At  a  session  of  the  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission  held  at  its  offices  in 
Washington,  D.  C.,  on  the  19th  day  of 
July  1956; 

The  Commission  having  under  consid¬ 
eration  amendments  to  its  Commercial 
Radio  Operator  rules  in  Docket  9892  to 
become  effective  August  1,  1956,  which 
would  place  a  power  limit  on  the  Re¬ 
stricted  Radiotelephone  Operator  Permit 
and  the  Aircraft  Radiotelephone  Opera¬ 
tor  Authorization  with  respect  to  certain 
aircraft  radiotelephone  stations;  and 

It  appearing  that  Aeronautical  Radio, 
and  other  organizations  have  filed  Peti¬ 
tions  for  Rehearing  requesting  that  the 
Commission,  prior  to  August  1,  1956, 
cancel  the  action  taken  in  the  proceed¬ 
ing  or  in  the  alternative  suspend  the 
order  and  designate  the  matter  for  hear¬ 
ing;  and 

It  further  appearing  that  insufficient 
time  remains  before  August  1  to  give  full 
consideration  to  the  matter  and  render 
a  decision. 

It  is  ordered,  That  pursuant  to  author¬ 
ity  contained  in  sections  4  (i),  303  (1) 
and  (r)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended,  the  effective  date  of 
the  amendments  ordered  in  Docket  9892 
is  postponed  until  further  order  of  the 
Commission.  (The  Order  in  Docket  No. 
9892  amended  §  13.61  (h)  and  added 
§§  13.61  (i)  and  13.76.) 

(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  303,  48  Stat.  1082, 
as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C.  303) 

Released:  July  23,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6042;  Filed,  July  26.  1956; 
8:46  a.  m.] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
[  7  CFR  Part  973  1 

[Docket  No.  AO-178— A8J 

Handling  of  Milk  in  Minneapolis-St. 

Paul,  Minnesota,  Marketing  Area 

DECISION  WITH  RESPECT  TO  PROPOSED  MAR¬ 
KETING  AGREEMENT  AND  PROPOSED  ORDER 

AMENDING  ORDER 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.) , 
and  the  applicable  rules  of  practice  and 
procedure,  as  amended,  governing  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  formulate  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  marketing  orders  (7  CFR 
Part  900),  a  public  hearing  was  con¬ 
ducted  at  Minneapolis,  Minnesota,  on 
April  26, 1956,  pursuant  to  notice  thereof 
which  was  issued  on  April  18,  1956  (21 
F.  R.  2604). 

Upon  the  basis  of  the  evidence  intro¬ 
duced  at  the  hearing  and  the  record 
thereof,  the  Acting  Deputy  Administra¬ 
tor,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  on 
June  28,  1956  (21  F.  R.  4932)  filed  with 
the  Hearing  Clerk,  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  his  recommended 
decision  and  notice  of  opportunity  to  file 
written  exceptions  thereto. 

The  only  material  issues  of  record 
related  to  modifying  the  definition  of 
'  base  milk”  and  revising  the  base  rules 
to  make  the  base  plan  more  effective  in 
leveling  out  seasonal  production  in  the 
market. 

Findings  and  conclusions.  The  find¬ 
ings  and  conclusions  and  general  find¬ 
ings  of  the  recommended  decision  issued 
June  28,  1956  (21  F.  R.  4932,  F.  R.  Doc. 
56-5272)  are  hereby  approved  and 
adopted  as  the  findings  and  conclusions 
of  this  decision  as  if  set  forth  in  full 
herein  subject  to  the  following 
modification: 

1.  In  the  first  complete  paragraph  in 
column  2,  21  F.  R.  4933,  delete  the  figure 
”40”  and  substitute  therefor  the  figure 
”30.” 

2.  Delete  in  its  entirety  the  second 
complete  paragraph  in  column  2,  21  F.  R. 
4933. 

Rulings  on  exceptions.  In  arriving  at 
the  findings  and  conclusions  included  in 
this  decision,  each  of  the  exceptions  re¬ 
ceived  wras  carefully  and  fully  considered 
in  conjunction  with  the  record  evidence 
pertaining  thereto.  To  the  extent  that 
the  findings  and  conclusions  herein  are 
at  variance  with  the  exceptions,  such  ex¬ 
ceptions  are  overruled. 

Determination  of  representative  pe¬ 
riod.  The  month  of  May  1956  is  hereby 
determined  to  be  the  representative 
period  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  issuance  of  the  order 
amending  the  order,  as  amended,  regu¬ 
lating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the  Minne¬ 
apolis-St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  marketing 
area  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  at¬ 
tached  amending  order  is  approved  or 
favored  by  producers  who,  during  such 


period,  were  engaged  in  the  production  of 
milk  for  sale  in  the  said  marketing  area. 

Marketing  agreement  and  order.  An¬ 
nexed  hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof 
are  documents  entitled  “Marketing 
Agreement  Regulating  the  Handling  of 
Milk  in  the  Minneapolis-St.  Paul,  Minn- 
nesota.  Marketing  Area”,  and  “Order 
Amending  the  Order,  as  amended.  Regu¬ 
lating  the  Handling  of  Milk  in  the  Min¬ 
neapolis-St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  Marketing 
Area”,  which  have  been  decided  upon  as 
the  detailed  and  appropriate  means  of 
effectuating  the  foregoing  conclusions. 
These  documents  shall  not  become  effec¬ 
tive  unless  and  until  the  requirements  of 
§  900.14  of  the  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure,  as  amended,  governing  proceed¬ 
ings  to  formulate  marketing  agreements 
and  orders  have  been  met. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  all  of  this 
decision,  except  the  attached  marketing 
agreement  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register.  The  regulatory  provisions  of 
said  marketing  agreement  are  identical 
with  those  contained  in  the  order,  as 
amended,  and  as  hereby  proposed  to  be 
further  amended  by  the  attached  order 
which  will  be  published  with  this  deci¬ 
sion. 

This  decision  issued  at  Washington, 
D.  C.,  this  24th  day  of  July  1956. 

[seal]  Earl  L.  Butz, 

Assistajit  Secretary. 

Order 1  Amending  the  Order,  as  Amend¬ 
ed,  Regulating  the  Handling  of  Milk 
in  the  Minneapolis -Saint  Paul,  Min¬ 
nesota,  Marketing  Area 

§  973.0  Findings  and  determinations. 
The  findings  and  determinations  here¬ 
inafter  set  forth  are  supplementary  and 
in  addition  to  the  findings  and  determi¬ 
nations  previously  made  in  connection 
with  the  issuance  of  the  aforesaid  order 
and  of  each  of  the  previously  issued 
amendments  thereto;  and  all  of  said  pre¬ 
vious  findings  and  determinations  are 
hereby  ratified  and  affirmed,  except  inso¬ 
far  as  such  findings  and  determinations 
may  be  in  conflict  with  the  findings  and 
determinations  set  forth  herein. 

(a)  Findings  upon  the  basis  of  the 
hearing  record.  Pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  601  et  seq.),  and  the  applicable 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure,  as 
amended,  governing  the  formulation  of 
marketing  agreements  and  marketing 
orders  (7  CFR  Part  900),  a  public  hear¬ 
ing  was  held  upon  certain  proposed 
amendments  to  the  tentative  marketing 
agreement  and  to  the  order,  as  amenSed, 
regulating  the  handling  of  milk  in  the 
Minneapolis-Saint  Paul,  Minnesota,  mar¬ 
keting  area.  Upon  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  introduced  at  such  hearing  and 
the  record  thereof,  it  is  found  that: 


1  This  order  shall  not  become  effective  un¬ 
less  and  until  the  requirements  of  §  900.14 
of  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure,  gov¬ 
erning  proceedings  to  formulate  marketing 
agreements  and  marketing  orders  have  been 
met. 


(1)  The  said  order,  as  amended,  and 
hereby  further  amended,  and  all  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  thereof,  will  tend 
to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the 
act. 

(2)  The  parity  prices  of  milk  as  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  2  of  the  act 
are  not  reasonable  in  view  of  the  price 
of  feeds,  available  supplies  of  feeds,  and 
other  economic  conditions  which  affect 
market  supply  and  demand  for  milk  in 
the  said  marketing  area,  and  the  mini¬ 
mum  prices  specified  in  the  order,  as 
amended,  and  as  hereby  further  amend¬ 
ed,  are  such  prices  as  w;ill  reflect  the 
aforesaid  factors,  insure  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  pure  and  wholesome  milk  and 
be  in  the  public  interest;  and 

(3)  The  said  order,  as  amended,  and 
as  hereby  further  amended,  regulates  the 
handling  of  milk  in  the  same  manner  as, 
and  is  applicable  only  to  persons  in  the 
respective  classes  of  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  activity  specified  in,  a  marketing 
agreement  upon  which  a  hearing  has 
been  held. 

Order  relative  to  handling.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  ordered,  that  on  and  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  hereof,  the  handling  of  milk 
in  the  Minneapolis-St.  Paul,  Minnesota, 
marketing  area  shall  be  in  conformity  to 
and  in  compliance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  aforesaid  order,  as 
amended,  and  as  hereby  further  amend¬ 
ed,  and  the  aforesaid  order  is  hereby 
amended  as  follow's: 

1.  Amend  §  973.17  by  deleting  the  urords 
“on  which  the  milk  was  produced”  at  the 
end  of  said  section. 

2.  Amend  §  973.75  to  read  as  follows: 

§  973.75  Determination  of  base  for 
each  producer,  (a)  Any  producer  who 
delivers  milk  to  a  pool  plant  during  the 
delivery  periods  of  July,  August,  Septem¬ 
ber  and  October  shall  have  a  daily  base 
computed  by  the  market  administrator 
to  be  applicable  during  the  following 
January  through  June  equal  to  the  total 
pounds  of  milk  delivered  in  the  four- 
month  period  divided  by  the  number  of 
days  of  production  represented  by  such 
deliveries  during  such  period  but  not  less 
than  90:  Provided,  That  for  the  year 
1956  such  base-forming  period  shall  be 
the  delivery  periods  of  August,  Septem¬ 
ber  and  October  and  the  base  of  a  pro¬ 
ducer  shall  be  determined  by  dividing  his 
total  deliveries  during  such  three-month 
period  by  the  number  of  days  of  pro¬ 
duction  represented  by  such  deliveries 
but  not  less  than  78,  and 

(b)  Any  producer  not  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  a  base  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
have  a  base  for  each  of  the  months  of 
January  through  June  equal  to  30  per¬ 
cent  of  such  producer’s  deliveries  to  a 
pool  plant  during  such  month. 

3.  Delete  §  973.76  and  substitute  there¬ 
for  the  following: 

I  973.76  Establishing  new  bases.  Any 
producer  for  whom  a  base  has  been  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  §  973.75  (a)  may 
relinquish  such  base  for  the  following 
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base-paying  period  by  notifying  the 
market  administrator  prior  to  December 
31.  The  daily  base  of  such  producer 
shall  then  be  determined  pursuant  to 
§  973.75  (b). 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6086;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:54  a.  m.J 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 
[  47  CFR  Part  3  1 

[Docket  No.  11792;  FCC  56-741] 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations  (Nacogdoches-Tyler,  Texas- 
Lake  Charles,  Louisiana). 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  rule 
making  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  the  petition  filed  on  March 
21,  1956,  by  Lee  Scarborough  of  Nacog¬ 
doches,  Texas,  requesting  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  §  3.606  Table  of  assignments 
Television  Broadcast  Stations,  so  as  to 
assign  Channel  19  to  Nacogdoches  by 
its  deletion  from  Tyler,  Texas  and  Lake 
Charles,  Louisiana.  The  petition  pro¬ 
poses  to  substitute  Channel  61  for 
Channel  19  in  Tyler  and  Channel  66 
for  Channel  19  in  Lake  Charles.  The 
proposal  is  summarized  as  follows: 


City 

Channel  No. 

Present 

Proposed 

Nacogdoches,  Tex _ 

40+ 
7. 19—,  72 
7-,  *19, 25, 60+ 

•  19—,  40+ 
7, 61 +,  72 
7-,  25, 60+,  *66 

Tyler,  Tex  . . 1 

3.  In  support  of  his  petition  Lee  Scar¬ 
borough  urges  that  Nacogdoches  has  no 
television  station;  that  it  depends  upon 
stations  in  Lufkin  and  Tyler  for  service; 
and  that  he  and  others  have  considered 
operating  a  station  on  Channel  40  as¬ 
signed  there  and  have  considered  it  im¬ 
practical  at  this  time.  It  is  urged  that 
the  channel  requested  was  in  use  in 
Tyler,  65  miles  distant  and  that  receivers 
in  the  area  are  therefore  capable  of 
tuning  to  that  channel.  The  petitioner 
asserts  that  the  proposed  assignments 
will  comply  with  separation  requirements 
and  that  he  will  file  an  application  for 
facilities  if  the  instant  proposal  is 
granted. 

4.  The  Commission  is  of  the  view  that 
rule  making  proceedings  should  be  insti¬ 
tuted  in  order  that  interested  parties 
may  submit  their  views  and  relevant 
data. 

5.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  section  4  (i) , 
301,  303  (c),  (d),  (f)  and  (r),  and  307 
(b)  of  the  Communictions  Act  of  1934, 
as  amended. 

6.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  proposed  amendment 
should  not  be  adopted,  or  should  not  be 
adopted  in  the  form  set  forth  herein,  may 
file  with  the  Commission  on  or  before 
August  22,  1956,  a  written  statement  or 
brief  setting  forth  his  comments.  Com¬ 


ments  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  may  also  be  filed  on  or  before  the 
same  date.  Comments  or  briefs  in  reply 
to  the  original  comments  may  be  filed 
within  10  days  from  the  last  day  for  filing 
said  original  comments.  No  additional 
comments  may  be  filed  unless  (1)  specifi¬ 
cally  requested  by  the  Commission  or  (2) 
good  cause  for  the  filing  of  such  addi¬ 
tional  comments  is  established. 

7.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§  1.764  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies  of 
all  statements,  briefs,  or  comments  shall 
be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  24,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6070;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:  51  a.  m.] 


[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11793;  FCC  56-742] 
Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations,  (Nadine,  New  Mexico — 
Monahans,  Texas). 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  rule  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  the  petition  filed  on  April 
13,  1956,  and  supplemented  on  May  23, 
1956  ,  by  Video  Independent  Theatres, 
Inc.,  requesting  an  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations,  so  as  to  assign  Channel  9— 
to  Nadine,  New  Mexico  and  substitute 
Channel  35—  in  Monahans.  The  pro¬ 
posal  is  summarized  as  follows: 


Channels 

City 

Present 

Proposed 

9- 

Monahans,  Tex . J 

9- 

35- 

3.  In  support  of  its  request,  the  peti¬ 
tioner  states  that  the  proposal  meets  all 
separation  requirements  and  that  if  suc¬ 
cessful,  it  will  apply  for  authority  to 
operate  a  low-power  station  at  Nadine. 

4.  The  Commission  is  of  the  view  that 
rule  making  proceedings  should  be  insti¬ 
tuted  in  this  matter  in  order  that  inter¬ 
ested  parties  may  submit  their  views 
and  relevant  data. 

5.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  sections  4 
(i),  301,  303  (c),  (d),  (f)  and  (r)  and 
307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended. 

6.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  amendment  proposed 
by  petitioners  should  not  be  adopted,  or 
should  not  be  adopted  in  the  form  set 
forth  herein,  may  file  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  or  before  August  22,  1956, 
a  written  statement  or  brief  setting  forth 
his  comments.  Comments  in  support  of 


the  proposed  amendment  may  also  be 
filed  on  or  before  the  same  date.  Com¬ 
ments  or  briefs  in  reply  to  the  original 
comments  may  be  filed  within  10  days 
from  the  last  day  for  filing  said  original 
comments.  No  additional  comments  may 
be  filed  unless  (1)  specifically  requested 
by  the  Commission  or  (2)  good  cause  for 
the  filing  of  such  additional  comments  is 
established. 

7.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  1.764  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies 
of  all  statements,  briefs,  or  comments 
shall  be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  24,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6071;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 


[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11794;  FCC  56-743] 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations  (Missoula-Kalispell,  Mon- 
tana-Sandpoint,  Idaho. 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  rule  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  the  petition  filed  on  April 
12, 1956,  by  Montana  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Missoula,  Montana,  requesting  an 
amendment  of  §  3.606  Table  of  assign¬ 
ments,  television  broadcast  stations,  so  as 
to  assign  Channel  8—  to  Missoula,  sub¬ 
stitute  Chanel  9+  for  Channel  8—  in 
Kalispell,  Montana,  and  substitute 
Channel  23—  for  Channel  9+  in  Sand- 
point,  Idaho.  The  proposal  is  summar¬ 
ized  as  follows: 


City 

Channels 

Present 

Proposed 

Missoula,  Mont _ 

*11—,  13—,  21+ 

8—,  *11—,  13—, 
21+ 

Kalispell.  Mont _ 

8- 

19+ 

Sandpoint,  Idaho _ 

9+ 

23- 

i  Petitioner  proposes  Channel  9  with  a  plus  offset. 
We  helieve,  however,  that  a  minus  offset  will  repre¬ 
sent  a  more  efficient  allocation. 


3.  In  support  of  its  request,  the  peti¬ 
tioner  states  that  it  is  the  licensee  of 
Radio  Station  KBTK,  Missoula,  that  it 
desires  to  enter  television  broadcasting 
but  there  is  no  VHF  channel  available  to 
it  in  that  city  for  commercial  use.  In  or¬ 
der  to  provide  Missoula  with  its  second 
commercial  VHF  station  the  changes 
proposed  would  be  necessary  to  provide 
required  station  separations. 

4.  The  Commission  is  of  the  view  that 
rule  making  proceedings  should  be  insti¬ 
tuted  in  this  matter  in  order  that  inter¬ 
ested  parties  may  submit  their  views  and 
relevant  data. 

5.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
proposed  amendment  is  contained  in  sec- 
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tions  4  (i),  301,  303  (c) ,  (d),  (f)  and  (r) 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended. 

6.  Any  interested  person  who  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  amendment  proposed 
by  petitioners  should  not  be  adopted,  or 
should  not  be  adopted  in  the  form  set 
forth  herein,  may  file  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  or  before  August  22, 1956,  written 
data,  views  or  arguments  setting  forth 
his  comments.  Comments  in  support  of 
these  proposals  may  also  be  filed  on  or 
before  the  same  date.  Comments  or 
briefs  in  reply  to  the  original  comments 
may  be  filed  within  10  days  from  the  last 
day  for  filing  said  original  comments  or 
briefs.  No  additional  comments  may  be 
filed  unless  (1)  specifically  requested  by 
the  Commission,  or  (2)  good  cause  for 
the  filing  of  such  additional  comments  is 
established. 

7.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§  1.764  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies  of 
all  statements,  briefs,  or  comments  shall 
be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  24,  1956. 

Tseal]  Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

IF.  R.  Doc.  56-6072;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 


[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11796;  FCC  56-744) 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations  (Fort  Wayne-Angola,  In¬ 
diana). 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  rule  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  the  petition  filed  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  3,  1956  by  Tri-State  Television, 
Inc.,  requesting  an  amendment  of  §  3.606, 
Table  of  Assignments,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations  so  as  to  assign  Channel  15 
to  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana,  removing  this 
channel  from  Angola,  Indiana  and  sub¬ 
stituting  Channel  77  therefor  as  follows : 


City 

Channel  No. 

Present 

Proposed 

Fort  Wayne,  Ind _ 

i  21+,  *27+, 
33-.  69 
15+ 

*  15+,  21  + 
*27+,  33-,»>9 
77 

Angola,  Ind . . . 

*  Channel  21  was  assigned  to  Fort  Wayne  in  an  action 
taken  by  the  Commission  this  day  in  the  Preceding  in 
Docket  11715. 


The  petition  also  requests  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  issue  an  Order  to  Show  Cause 
why  its  authorization  should  not  be 
modified  to  specify  Fort  Wayne  as  the 
station  location. 

3.  In  support  of  its  petition,  Tri  State 
sets  forth  that  it  is  the  permittee  of  Tele¬ 


vision  Station  WINT  operating  with  stu¬ 
dios  at  Waterloo,  Indiana  on  Channel  15 
assigned  to  Angola,  that  its  transmitter 
is  about  17  miles  north  of  Fort  Wayne 
and  that  it  renders  a  city-grade  service 
(80  dbu  or  better)  to  that  city.1  While 
admitting  that  the  required  spacings  of 
§  3.698  are  not  met  as  measured  from  the 
center  of  the  city  of  Fort  Wayne,  peti¬ 
tioner  states  that  the  transmitter  site 
now  in  use  meets  all  spacing  require¬ 
ments  and  that  the  reassignment  of  its 
channel  would  permit  the  station  to  lo¬ 
cate  its  main  studios  in  Fort  Wayne  and 
to  be  identified  therewith. 

4.  The  petition  is  opposed  by  James  R. 
Fleming  survivor  of  James  R.  Fleming 
and  Paul  V.  McNutt  doing  business  as 
Anthony  Wayne  Broadcasting  and  by 
Northeastern,  Indiana,  Inc. 

5.  The  Commission  is  of  the  view  that 
the  proposal  warrants  the  issuance  of 
proposed  rule  making  in  order  to  afford 
all  interested  parties  an  opportunity  to 
submit  their  views  and  supporting  data 
for  our  consideration  in  reaching  a  de¬ 
cision.  We  believe,  however,  that  an 
Order  to  Show  Cause  would  not  be  issued 
at  this  time.  Such  Show  Cause  proceed¬ 
ings  as  may  be  necessary  and  appropriate 
will  be  instituted  at  the  termination  of 
this  rule  making  proceeding. 

6.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendments  herein  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tions  4  (i) ,  303,  303  (c) ,  (d) ,  (f )  and  (r) , 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended. 

7.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  proposed  amendment 
should  not  be  adopted,  or  should  not  be 
adopted  in  the  form  set  forth  herein,  may 
file  with  the  Commission  on  or  before 
August  22,  1956  a  written  statement  or 
brief  setting  forth  his  comments.  Com¬ 
ments  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  may  also  be  filed  on  or  before  the 
same  date.  Comments  or  briefs  in  reply 
to  the  original  comments  may  be  filed 
within  10  days  from  the  last  day  for  filing 
said  original  comments.  No  additional 
comments  may  be  filed  unless  (1)  specifi¬ 
cally  requested  by  the  Commission  or  (2) 
good  cause  for  the  filing  of  such  addi¬ 
tional  comments  is  established. 

8.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§  1.764  of  the  Commission's  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies  of 
all  statements,  briefs,  or  comments  shall 
be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19, 1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6073;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:  51  a.  m.) 


1  On  June  13, 1956,  the  Commission  author¬ 
ized  the  transfer  of  Station  WINT  on  Channel 
15  in  Waterloo,  Indiana,  to  Universal  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  owners  of  100  percent 
of  the  stock  of  Radio  Fort  Wayne,  Inc.  Uni¬ 
versal  stated  in  its  application  that  it  will 
surrender  its  permit  for  Station  WANE-TV  on 
Channel  69  in  Fort  Wayne.  The  transfer  be¬ 
comes  effective  45  days  from  June  13th. 


[  47  CFR  Port  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11362;  FCC  56-776) 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  rules  governing 
television  broadcast  stations  (Fresno, 
California) . 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making  and  Order  to  Show  Cause  issued 
in  this  proceeding  on  April  13,  1955  (FCC 
55-457 ) .  The  Notice  was  issued  pursuant 
to  the  petition  of  John  H.  Poole,  tr/as 
John  Poole  Broadcasting  Company,  per¬ 
mittee  of  Station  KBID-TV  on  Channel 
53  in  Fresno,  California,  requesting  that 
the  Table  of  Assignments  contained  in 
§  3.606  of  the  Commission’s  rules  be 
amended  by  changing  the  educational 
reservation  in  Fresno  from  Channel  18  to 
Channel  53,  or  alternatively,  by  inter¬ 
changing  Channel  53  and  Channel  30  be¬ 
tween  Fresno  and  Madera,  California. 
Poole  further  requested  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  order  it  to  show  cause  why  its 
outstanding  authorization  for  KBID-TV 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  either  Channel  18  or  Channel  30 
in  place  of  Channel  53. 

2.  Poole  filed  comments  in  support  of 
the  proposed  amendments  and  a  reply 
to  the  Order  to  Show  Cause.  Opposi¬ 
tions  to  the  proposal  to  shift  the  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  in  Fresno  from  Chan¬ 
nel  18  to  Channel  53  were  filed  by  vari¬ 
ous  educatonal  organizations.  Com¬ 
ments  were  also  filed  by  3  UHF  broad¬ 
casters  in  the  Fresno  area  and  by  one  of 
the  applicants  for  a  construction  permit 
for  Chapnel  12  in  Fresno.  In  a  reply  to 
the  comments  Poole  indicated  that  it 
was  willing  to  abandon  its  proposal  to 
shift  the  educational  reservation  in 
Fresno  and  to  prosecute  only  its  request 
that  Channel  30  be  shifted  from  Madera. 

3.  Subsequently,  on  November  10, 
1955,  the  Commission  instituted  a  gen¬ 
eral  television  allocation  proceeding  in 
Docket  No.  11532  and  on  June  25,  1956, 
adopted  a  Report  and  Order  in  that 
proceeding  outlining  a  long  range  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  improve  the  television 
allocation  structure  and  at  the  same 
time  specifying  the  bases  on  which  it 
would  consider  interim  channel  changes 
to  improve  the  immediate  television 
situation  in  individual  communities.  As 
a  part  of  this  interim  program  of  chan¬ 
nel  reassignments  the  Commission  on 
June  25,  1956,  adopted  a  Notice  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  in  Docket  No.  11759 
proposing  the  following  channel  changes 
in  the  Fresno  area: 


City 

Channel  No. 

.  Present 

Proposed 

Fresno,  Calif  ....  __ 

12,  *18,  24,  47. 

53 

30 

3,20,20 

*18,  24,  30,  47. 

53 

59 

3, 12,  20,  20 

Madera,  Calif . . 

Santa  Barbara,  Cali/... 

4.  Since  the  changes  under  considera¬ 
tion  in  this  proceeding  are  included 
within  the  broader  Commission  proposal 
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in  Docket  No.  11759,  the  instant  proceed¬ 
ing  may  now  be  dismissed.  Poole  may 
now  prosecute  its  proposal  to  shift 
Channel  30  to  Fresno  in  the  new  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  Docket  No.  11759  and,  as 
indicated  in  the  Notice  issued  in  that 
proceeding,  other  interested  parties  may 
file  comments  in  support  of  or  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  proposed  reassignment  of 
Channel  30.  While  we  have  proposed 
shifting  Channel  30  from  Madera  to 
Fresno,  we  are  not  in  a  position,  at  this 
stage  in  the  proceeding,  to  consider 
which  applicant  should  operate  on 
Channel  30  in  Fresno.  Accordingly,  the 
Order  to  Show  Cause  issued  in  this 
proceeding  will  be  dismissed. 

5.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered.  That  the  petition  of  John  H. 
Poole,  tr/as  John  Poole  Broadcasting 
Company  and  the  Order  to  Show  Cause 
previously  issued  to  John  H.  Poole,  are 
dismissed  and  this  proceeding  is 
terminated. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  23,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane,  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6043;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:46  a.  m.] 


[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11401;  FCC  56-739] 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 
TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  rules  governing 
television  broadcast  stations. 

1.  The  Commission  has  under  consid¬ 
eration  its  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Mak¬ 
ing  issued  on  June  1,  1955  (FCC  55-627) 
and  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
June  8, 1955,  (20  F.  R.  3961)  proposing  to 
amend  the  television  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  by  shifting  the  educational  reser¬ 
vation  in  Des  Moines  from  VHF  Channel 
11  to  a  UHF  frequency  in  order  to  make 
Channel  11  available  for  commercial  use. 
The  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making  was 
issued  pursuant  to  a  petition  filed  by  Rib 
Mountain  Television,  Inc.,  licensee  of 
Station  KGTV-TV,  operating  on  Channel 
17  in  Des  Moines. 

2.  Comments  in  support  of  the  KGTV 
proposal  were  filed  by  KGTV  and  by 
Town  &  Farm  Co.,  the  licensee  of  stand¬ 
ard  broadcast  Station  KIOA  in  Des 
Moines.  A  letter  in  support  of  the 
KGTV  proposal  was  also  filed  by  O.  V. 
Olsen  of  Des  Moines.  Oppositions  to 
the  proposal  were  filed  by  the  follow¬ 
ing:  The  Joint  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cational  Television:  the  Iowa  Joint 
Committee  on  Educational  Television; 
Des  Moines  Adult  Educational  Council; 
Des  Moines  Educational  Television  Coun¬ 
cil;  Independent  School  District  of  Des 
Moines;  J.  C.  Wright,  Superintendent  of 
Public  Instruction;  Drake  University;  the 
Director  of  Adult  Education  For  The 
Des  Moines  Public  Schools;  The  Boone 
City  Council  of  Parents-Teachers  Asso¬ 
ciation;  League  of  Women  Voters; 


Thomas  Boyt  and  Educational  Develop¬ 
ments,  Inc.  Letters  expressing  general 
opposition  to  the  KGTV  proposal  were 
also  filed  by  the  following:  Iowa  Con¬ 
gress  of  Parents  and  Teachers;  The  Des 
Moines  Council  of  Parents-Teachers  As¬ 
sociation;  Ralph  C.  Norris,  Superinten¬ 
dent  of  Schools,  Polk  County,  Iowa; 
Harry  Boyd,  Chairman  of  the  Iowa  Citi¬ 
zens  Committee  for  Educational  Televi¬ 
sion;  The  American  Association  of  Uni¬ 
versity  Women  in  Des  Moines;  the 
Television  Foundation  of  South  Florida ; 
James  A.  'Sheldon,  Director  of  Adult 
Education  Des  Moines  Public  Schools; 
the  Independent  School  District  of  Des 
Moines;  the  Educational  Television 
Council  of  Des  Moines;  Senator  Mike 
Monroney;  Ralph  Lowell,  Trustee  of 
Lowell  Institute;  Leland  Hazard,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  WQED,  Pittsburgh,  Pa.;  Educa¬ 
tional  Television,  Inc.,  Jacksonville,  Fla.; 
Irving  Saloman,  Escondido,  California; 
and  Julian  Bondurant,  President  of 
Memphis  Community  Television  Foun¬ 
dation. 

3.  In  support  of  its  petition  KGTV  con¬ 
tends  that  the  public  interest  requires 
that  Channel  11  be  made  available,  in 
whole  or  in  substantial  part,  for  com¬ 
mercial  operation;  that  UHF  in  Des 
Moines  has  received  a  fair  trial  by  KGTV 
and  has  been  found  inadequate  to  pro¬ 
vide  Des  Moines  the  commercial  station 
which  the  Commission  has  determined 
it  should  have ;  that  the  Des  Moines  area 
is  now  receiving  a  substantial  and  ade¬ 
quate  educational  service  from  WOI-TV 
and ;  that  continued  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  11  means  that  it  would  lie  fallow 
and  unused  for  the  indeterminate  future 
because  local  educators  do  not  need  and 
are  unlikely  to  be  able  to  sustain  another 
television  station  in  the  Des  Moines  area. 
In  its  comments  filed  on  July  1,  1955, 
KGTV  proposed,  for  the  first  time,  that 
the  Commission  formally  establish  a  new 
classification  of  television  assignments, 
i.  e.,  mutual  commercial-educational, 
and  make  Des  Moines  Channel  11  avail¬ 
able  for  special  use.  On  such  a  station 
both  commercial  and  educational  inter¬ 
ests  would  be  licensed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  operate  the  station  in  accordance 
with  arrangements  which  would  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to,  and  approved  by,  the  Com¬ 
mission  as  part  of  the  licensing  process. 
KGTV  contends  that  the  proposed 
new  commercial-educational  allocations 
would  foster  educational  television  by 
providing  an  effective  solution  to  the 
problem  of  finance,  and  would  put  an 
end  to  the  continued  waste,  through  non¬ 
use  of  the  reserved  channels. 

4.  Town  &  Farm  Co.,  Inc.,  the  licensee 
of  standard  broadcast  Station  KOIA  in 
Des  Moines,  in  its  comments  in  support 
of  the  KGTV  proposal,  alleges  that  there 
is  a  pressing  need  for  another  commer¬ 
cial  television  station  in  Des  Moines  and 
that  Des  Moines  will  be  limited  to  two 
commercial  stations  unless  another  VHF 
channel  is  made  available  for  commer¬ 
cial  use.  It  argues  that  the  present 
Ames-Des  Moines  assignments  constitute 
an  over-balance  of  educational  facilities 
in  that  of  the  four  VHF  channels  allotted 
to  the  area,  two  have  been  assigned  for 
use  by  educators;  and  further,  that  the 
continued  reservation  of  Channel  11  in 


Des  Moines  would  serve  no  useful  pur¬ 
pose  since  the  legislature  has  already 
rejected  proposed  legislation  for  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station  on  Chan¬ 
nel  11;  that  educational  institutions  and 
groups  in  Des  Moines  have  WOI-TV 
available  and;  that  if,  in  the  future, 
WOI-TV  is  unable  to  satisfy  the  needs 
and  requirements  for  educational  broad¬ 
casting,  a  UHF  channel  will  be  available. 

5.  The  arguments  of  the  various  edu¬ 
cational  interests  in  opposition  to  the 
proposal  are  substantially  similar.  They 
contend  that  educational  television  can 
develop  only  if  the  Commission  con¬ 
tinues  to  reserve  channels  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes  in  order  to  give  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  sufficient  time  to 
construct  and  operate  television  stations ; 
that  since  the  issuance  of  the  Sixth  Re¬ 
port  and  Order  establishing  the  educa¬ 
tional  reservations,  the  educational  in¬ 
terests  have  made  great  strides  in  using 
television  for  education;  and  that  final¬ 
ization  of  the  KGTV  proposal  would  pose 
a  threat  to  the  educational  reservations 
throughout  the  nation  and  cause  specific 
and  real  injury  to  educational  groups  in 
Des  Moines  and  to  their  plans  for  a 
statewide  educational  service,  of  which 
the  Des  Moines  Channel  1 1  is  an  integral 
and  vital  part.  They  argue  that  they 
have  made  substantial  progress  looking 
toward  the  establishment  of  such  a 
statewide  television  network  and  the 
ultimate  utilization  of  Channel  11.  They 
point  to  programs  broadcast  over  WOI- 
TV  in  which  the  various  groups  have 
participated;  to  the  growth  of  classroom 
receivers  in  the  Des  Moines  area;  to  the 
many  meetings  which  have  been  held  in 
which  plans  and  proposals  for  educa¬ 
tional  television  stations  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed,  and  to  their  participation  in  the 
drafting  of  legislation  to  establish  a 
statewide  educational  network.  They 
argue  that  reservation  of  Channel  11  in 
Des  Moines  is  not  only  crucial  in  the 
development  of  any  statewide  plan,  but 
also  is  important  in  the  metropolitan 
area  in  Des  Moines  itself.  They  allege 
that  WOI-TV  does  not  and  cannot  ade¬ 
quately  serve  the  requirements  in  Des 
Moines  area  for  educational  television; 
that  its  programs  must  necessarily  be 
directed  to  a  heterogeneous  audience 
composed  of  rural  town  and  city  popula¬ 
tions,  including  Des  Moines;  that  ac¬ 
cordingly,  it  cannot  program  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  Des  Moines  area;  and  fur¬ 
ther,  that  the  limited  time  and  facilities 
available  at  WOI-TV  and  the  distance 
from  Ames  to  Des  Moines  make  it  diffi¬ 
cult,  if  not  impossible,  for  the  educa¬ 
tional  groups  in  Des  Moines  to  use  WOI- 
TV  as  a  Des  Moines  educational  outlet. 
They  argue  further  that  UHF  is  not  ade¬ 
quate  for  use  by  the  Des  Moines  educa¬ 
tional  station;  that  because  of  the  com¬ 
paratively  low  rate  of  conversion  in  the 
Des  Moines  area  educational  television 
could  not  be  expected  to  attain  its  de¬ 
sired  potential,  or  even  to  survive  if  re¬ 
quired  to  use  a  UHF  channel.1 


1  KGTV’s  Motion  to  Strike  the  comments 
filed  by  Iowa  State  College  of  Agriculture  and' 
Mechanic  Arts,  is  dneied.  It  is  clear  from  the 
Iowa  State  College  pleading  that  it  sought 
expressly  to  avoid  taking  a  position  on  the 
substantive  matters  involved  in  this  pro- 
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6.  The  reservation  of  channel  assign¬ 
ments  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  was  based  on  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  educational  institutions  would  re¬ 
quire  a  longer  time  than  commercial 
interests  to  prepare  for  television.  At 
the  same  time,  the  Commission  recog¬ 
nized  that  unused  channels  could  not  be 
reserved  for  an  excessively  long  period. 
When,  as  in  this  proceeding,  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  called  upon  to  decide  upon 
requests  to  make  an  unused  reserved 
channel  available  for  commercial  use, 
our  decision  is  dependent  upon  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  two  foregoing  principles  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  individual 
community  concerned.  The  local  need 
for  an  additional  commercial  outlet,  the 
readiness  of  commercial  broadcasters  to 
use  the  channel,  and  the  prospects  for 
its  eventual  use  for  educational  broad¬ 
casting  all  bear  on  a  determination  of 
whether  the  public  interest  would  be 
served  better  by  retention  or  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  the  local  reservation. 

7.  Des  Moines  is  now  served  by  three 
VHF  stations,  two  of  which  are  operating 
on  locally  assigned  Channels  8  and  13. 
The  third  VHF  service  in  Des  Moines  is 
provided  by  Station  WOI-TV  operating 
on  commercial  Channel  5,  assigned  to 
Ames,  Iowa.  Although  Channel  5  is  li¬ 
censed  to  an  educational  institution, 
Channel  5  is  not  an  educational  chan¬ 
nel  and  WOI-TV  carries  commercial 
programs.  The  record  indicates  that  if 
Channel  11  at  Des  Moines  were  made 
available  for  commercial  use,  the  chan¬ 
nel  would  be  applied  for.  Thus,  the 
proposal  under  consideration  envisages 
the  provision  of  a  fourth  commercial 
VHF  service  in  the  Des  Moines  area. 
This  could  be  accomplished,  however, 
only  at  the  expense  of  eliminating  the 
possibilities  for  the  eventual  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  an  educational 
television  station  at  Des  Moines,  on 
Channel  11,  which  was  reserved  in  our 
Table  of  Assignments  for  this  purpose. 
The  essential  question  before  us,  there¬ 
fore,  is  whether  the  need  for  a  fourth 
commercial  VHF  station  in  the  Des 
Moines  area  outweights  the  desirability 
of  continuing  to  preserve  the  oppor¬ 
tunity,  afforded  by  the  reservation  of 
Channel  11,  for  the  construction  and 
operation  of  a  local  noncommercial,  edu¬ 
cational  station  on  that  channel.  In 
making  this  determination,  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  to  consider  the  prospects  for 
utilization  of  Channel  11  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes. 

8.  Comments  filed  in  this  proceeding 
by  numerous  public  and  private  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  and  civic  groups  re¬ 
flect  active  interest  in  bringing  a  local 
educational  television  service  to  Des 
Moines,  and  recount  the  organizational 
and  other  steps  which  have  been  taken 
toward  achieving  this  goal.  While  these 
efforts  have  not  yet  succeeded  in  solving 
the  difficult  problem  of  financing  the 

ceeding.  It  was  entirely  proper  for  it  to  file 
a  statement  to  correct  what  it  considered  to 
be  erroneous  statements  to  the  Commission 
even  though  those  statements  were  clearly 
irrelevant  to  the  matter  under  consideration. 
However,  we  are  accepting  KGTV’s  pleading 
as  a  response  to  the  College’s  comments  as 
requested  alternatively  by  KGTV. 


actual  construction  and  operation  of  a 
station,  the  record  indicates  that  the 
local  sponsors  of  educational  television 
propose  continuing  and  augmented 
efforts  to  obtain  the  requisite  financial 
support. 

9.  In  these  circumstances,  we  are  not 
persuaded  that  the  public  interest  would 
be  served  by  making  a  fourth  commercial 
VHF  television  outlet  available  at  the 
expense  of  frustrating  the  efforts  being 
actively  pursued  to  make  possible  the 
construction  and  operation  of  a  local 
educational  television  station"  on  Chan¬ 
nel  11. 

10.  On  July  11,  1956,  Rib  Mountain 
filed  a  pleading  entitled  “Request  for 
Immediate  Finalization  of  Completed 
Rule  Making  Proceeding”,  seeking  im¬ 
mediate  action  to  make  Channel  11  at 
Des  Moines  available  for  commercial 
use.  In  a  Reply  to  this  Request  filed 
with  the  Commission  on  July  16,  1956, 
the  Educational  Television  Council  of 
Des  Moines  requested,  inter  alia,  a  full 
hearing  with  opportunity  for  oral  argu¬ 
ment  before  final  decision,  if  the  Com¬ 
mission  were  disposed  to  unreserve 
Channel  11.  The  parties  to  this  rule 
making  proceeding  have,  however,  had 
ample  opportunity  to  submit  all  rele¬ 
vant  facts,  data  and  view’s  in  writing  for 
our  consideration.  On  the  basis  of  our 
careful  review  of  the  extensive  comments 
and  reply  comments  w’hich  have  been 
submitted,  we  do  not  believe  that  the 
hearing  sought  by  the  Council  would 
provide  meaningful  additional  assistance 
to  us  in  reaching  our  decision. 

11.  In  its  Reply  of  July  16,  1956,  the 
Educational  Television  Council  of  Des 
Moines  also  submitted  information  con¬ 
cerning  certain  recent  developments  on 
the  Des  Moines  educational  television 
project.  In  a  “Response”  to  this  plead¬ 
ing  Rib  Mountain  objected  to  inclusion  of 
these  statements  as  part  of  the  record 
upon  which  our  decision  is  based.  Since 
nothing  in  the  Reply  of  July  16,  1956  af¬ 
fords  a  basis  for  revising  the  conclusions 
to  w’hich  we  have  come  upon  our  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  timely  comments  filed  in 
this  proceeding,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  whether  it  would  be  appropriate 
to  reopen  this  proceeding  in  order  to  re¬ 
ceive  further  comments  and  reply  com¬ 
ments  concerning  developments  since  the 
date  previously  designated  for  the  filing 
of  comments. 

12.  In  light  of  our  decision  herein  it 
is  not  necessary  that  we  pass  upon  Rib 
Mountain’s  comment  regarding  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  new  classification  of 
television  station  involving  joint  com¬ 
mercial  and  non-commercial  use.  This 
action  wrould  constitute  a  basic  departure 
from  the  policies  underlying  the  educa¬ 
tional  reservation,  and  should  not,  we 
think,  be  considered  in  the  limited  con¬ 
text  of  a  single  community,  since  it  would 
have  potential  effect  on  all  reserved  as¬ 
signments  including  both  those  in  use, 
and  those  not  yet  in  use. 

13.  We  have  not  been  persuaded  that 
it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  to  grant 
KGTV’s  request  for  authority  to  operate 
on  Channel  11  pending  a  determination 
of  this  proceeding.  The  Commission  re¬ 
jected  such  a  request  by  KGTV  in  the 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making  in  this 
proceeding.  The  arguments  advanced  by 


KGTV  in  support  of  its  request  do  not 
outweigh  the  reasons  for  our  previous 
decision  on  this  request. 

14.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered.  That  the  petition  filed  by  Rib 
Mountain  Television,  Inc.,  on  February 
17,  1955,  is  denied,  insofar  as  it  requests 
removal  of  Channel  11  at  Des  Moines 
from  the  educational  reservation,  and  the 
proceedings  herein  are  terminated. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,1 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary, 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6Q44;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:46  a.  m.] 
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| Docket  No.  11499;  FCC  56-736] 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 
table  of  assignments 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignments,  rules  governing 
television  broadcast  stations. 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  received  conflicting  proposals 
for  rule  making  in  the  above-entitled 
matter. 

2.  On  September  9,  1955,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  issued  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making  (FCC  55-940)  proposing  to 
amend  §  3.606  Table  of  assignments,  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  stations,  so  as  to  assign 
Channel  26+  to  Shinglehouse,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Channel  37  to  Clymer,  New  York, 
and  substitute  Channel  62+  for  Channel 
37  in  Meadville,  Pennsylvania.  This  No¬ 
tice  was  issued  in  response  to  a  petition 
filed  on  June  17,  1955,  by  the  WGR  Cor¬ 
poration,  Buffalo,  New  York.2 

3.  On  December  8,  1955,  the  Lycoming 
Broadcasting  Company,  Williamsport, 
Pennsylvania,  filed  a  petition  requesting 
rule  making  to  amend  the  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  so  as  to  assign  Channel  26  + 
to  Williamsport,  Pennsylvania.3  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  Shinglehouse  and  Wil¬ 
liamsport  are  only  about  80  miles  apart 
and  that  this  distance  is  far  less  than 
the  required  co-channel  spacing  for 
UHF  assignments,  Channel  26  cannot  be 
assigned  to  both  communities.  The  peti¬ 
tions  are  therefore  mutually  exclusive. 
On  January  9,  1956,  WGR  Corporation 
filed  an  opposition  to  this  request. 

4.  The  Commission  also  has  before  it 
for  consideration  the  petition  of  H.  J. 
Williams,  M.  E.  Cousler,  and  Lowell  W. 
Williams,  d/b  as  The  Helm  Coal  Com¬ 
pany,  permittee  of  Station  WNOW-IV 
on  Channel  49  in  York,  Pennsylvania, 
filed  on  August  1,  1955,  requesting  that 

1  Commissioners  Bartley,  Doerfer,  and  Lee 
dissenting. 

2  This  proposal  would  also  require  a  change 
in  the  offset  carrier  requirement  for  Chan¬ 
nel  62  in  Frederick,  Maryland,  from  62+  to 
62  even. 

3  This  proposal  would  also  require  a  change 
in  the  offset  carrier  requirement  for  the 
Channel  26  assignment  in  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut,  from  26+  to  26  — . 
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rule  making  be  instituted  to  amend  the 
television  Table  of  Assignments  so  as  to 
assign  Channel  21  to  York,  Pennsylvania 
to  replace  Channel  49  as  follows  : 


City 

Channel  No. 

Delete 

Add 

Vnrk,  Pa  _ 

49 

21+ 

49 

21+ 

Harold  C.  Burke  held  a  permit  to  operate 
Station  WWLA  on  Channel  21  in  Lan¬ 
caster.  However,  on  January  17,  1956, 
this  permit  was  deleted.  Petitioner  re¬ 
quests  that  the  Commission  direct  it  to 
show  cause  why  its  outstanding  authori¬ 
zation  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
operation  on  the  proposed  new  assign¬ 
ment. 

5.  The  Commission  also  has  before  it 
the  conflicting  petition  of  The  Patriot- 
News  Company,  permittee  of  Station 
WTPA  on  Channel  71  in  Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania,  filed  on  July  15,  1955,  re¬ 
questing  an  amendment  of  the  Table  of 
Assignments  so  as  to  assign  Channel  21 
to  Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania,  in  place  of 
Channel  71  as  follows: 


City 

Channel  No. 

Delete 

Add 

Pennsylvania: 

71+ 

21+ 

71+ 

Lancaster _ 

21+ 

30- 

26+ 

As  noted,  the  Patriot-News  Company 
operates  Station  WTPA  on  Channel  71. 
WRAK,  Incorporated,  holds  a  permit  to 
operate  Station  WRAK-TV  on  Channel 
36  in  Williamsport,  but  the  station  has 
not  yet  been  constructed.  As  noted 
above,  the  permit  for  Station  WWLA, 
which  was  authorized  to  operate  on 
Channel  21  in  Lancaster,  was  deleted  on 
January  17,  1956.  Petitioner  requests 
that  the  Commission  direct  it  and 
WRAK-TV  to  show  cause  why  their  out¬ 
standing  authorizations  should  not  be 
modified  to  specify  operation  on  the  new 
assignments  proposed  for  the  communi¬ 
ties. 

6.  The  Commission  further  has  a  peti¬ 
tion  filed  on  April  27,  1956,  by  the  Sus¬ 
quehanna  Broadcasting  Co.,  permittee  of 
Station  WSBA-TV  on  Channel  43  in 
York,  requesting  the  substitution  of 
Channel  21  for  43  in  York  as  follows: 


Channel  No. 

City 

Delete 

Add 

York,  Pa . 

43 

21+ 

Lancaster,  Pa _ _ 

21+ 

43 

Petitioner  requests  that  the  Commission 
direct  it  to  Show  Cause  why  its  outstand¬ 
ing  authorization  should  not  be  modified 
to  specify  operation  on  the  proposed  new 
assignment. 

7.  Channel  21  cannot  be  assigned  to 
both  York  and  Harrisburg  because  the 
distance  between  the  cities  is  well  below 
the  required  155-mile  co-channel  spacing 
for  UHF  assignments  in  Zone  I.  The 


three  petitions  are  therefore  mutually 
exclusive  and  must  be  considered  to¬ 
gether.  In  addition,  the  Harrisburg  re¬ 
quest  conflicts  with  the  WGR  and  Ly¬ 
coming  requests  since  the  Patriot-News 
Company  petition  would  delete  Channel 
36  from  Williamsport  and  Lycoming 
would  retain  it  there,  and  since  WGR 
would  place  Channel  26  in  Shinglehouse 
at  less  than  the  required  spacing  from 
Williamsport  where  Patriot-News  would 
assign  this  frequency.  Therefore,  these 
requests  should  all  be  considered  in  the 
same  proceeding. 

8.  The  Commission  believes  that  fur¬ 
ther  rule  making  should  be  instituted  in 
this  proceeding  in  order  that  the  above 
conflicting  requests  may  be  considered 
and  that  all  interested  parties  may  have 
the  opportunity  of  presenting  their  views 
on  the  various  proposals  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

9.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendments  proposed  by  petitioners 
herein  is  contained  in  sections  4  (i) ,  301, 
303  (c),  (d),  (f)  and  (r),  307  (b)  and 
316  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934, 
as  amended. 

10.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  amendments  proposed 
by  the  WGR  Corporation,  Lycoming 
Broadcasting  Company,  The  Helm  Coal 
Company,  Susquehanna  Broadcasting 
Co.,  or  The  Patriot-News  Company, 
should  not  be  adopted,  or  should  not  be 
adopted  in  the  form  set  forth  herein,  may 
file  with  the  Commission  on  or  before 
August  22,  1956,  a  written  statement  or 
brief  setting  forth  his  comments.  Com¬ 
ments  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  may  also  be  filed  on  or  before  the 
same  date.  Comments  or  briefs  in  reply 
to  the  original  comments  may  be  filed 
within  10  days  from  the  last  day  for 
filing  said  original  comments.  No  addi¬ 
tional  comments  may  be  filed  unless  (1) 
specifically  requested  by  the  Commission 
or  (2)  good  cause  for  the  filing  of  such 
additional  comments  is  established.  The 
Commission  will  consider  all  such  com¬ 
ments  that  are  submitted  before  taking 
action  in  this  matter,  and  if  any  com¬ 
ments  appear  to  warrant  the  holding  of  a 
hearing  or  oral  argument,  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  such  hearing  or  oral 
argument  will  be  given. 

11.  The  various  parties  have  requested 
the  Commission  to  issue  Orders  to  Show 
Cause  why  their  authorizations  should 
not  be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
the  proposed  channels.  We  believe, 
however,  that  Orders  to  Show  Cause 
should  not  be  issued  at  this  time  and 
that  such  further  show  cause  proceed¬ 
ings  as  may  be  necessary  can  be  insti¬ 
tuted  at  the  termination  of  this  rule 
making  proceeding. 

12.  In  accordance  wuth  provisions  of 
§  1.764  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies  of 
all  statements,  briefs,  or  comments  shall 
be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19,  1956. 

Released:  July  23,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6045:  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:46  a.  m.J 


[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11749;  FCC  56-738] 
Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  §  3.606 
Table  of  assignvients ,  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations,  (Peoria,  Illinois,  Daven¬ 
port,  Iowa-Rock  Island-Moline,  Illinois.) 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  further 
rule  making  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  On  June  25,  1956,  the  Commission 
issued  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making 
in  the  above-entitled  matter  proposing 
the  following  channel  changes: 


City 

Channel  No. 

Present 

Proposed 

Galesburg,  Ill _ 

Peoria,  Ill _  ... 

40 

8, 19,  *37. 43 
(See  Davenport,  Iowa) 

77 

19, 25,  *37, 43 

8 

Rock  Island,  Ill... 

(Offset  carrier  designations  for  the  various  channels  to 
be  specified  in  the  final  Report  and  Order.) 


3.  Upon  further  consideration  of  this 
matter,  the  Commission  has  concluded 
that  the  public  interest  would  be  served 
by  assigning  an  additional  UHF  channel 
to  Peoria  and  is  therefore  now  proposing 
to  assign  Channel  31  to  that  community. 
The  proposed  channel  changes  for  Peoria 
would  then  be  as  follows: 


City 

Channel  No. 

Present 

Proposed 

8, 19,  *37,  43 

19,  25, 31,  *37, 43 

4.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
view  that  the  proposed  amendments 
should  not  be  adopted,  or  should  not  be 
adopted  in  the  form  set  forth  herein,  may 
file  with  the  Commission  on  or  before 
September  10,  1956,  a  written  statement 
setting  forth  his  comments.  Comments 
supporting  the  proposed  amendments 
may  also  be  filed  on  or  before  the  same 
date.  Comments  in  reply  to  original 
comments  may  be  filed  within  15  days 
from  the  last  date  for  filing  said  original 
comments.  No  additional  comments  may 
be  filed  unless  (1)  specifically  requested 
by  the  Commission  or  (2)  good  cause  for 
the  filing  of  such  additional  comments 
is  established. 

5.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendments  proposed  herein  is  con¬ 
tained  in  sections  1,  4  (i)  and  (j),  301, 
303  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d>,  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h) 
and  (r)  and  307  (b)  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trative  Procedure  Act. 

6.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  1.764  of  the  rules,  an  original  and 
14  copies  of  all  written  comments  shall 
be  furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19, 1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6046:  Filed,  July  26.  1956; 
8:46  a.  in.] 
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[  47  CFR  Part  3  ] 

[Docket  No.  11799;  FCC  56-753] 

Radio  Broadcast  Services 

TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of 
5  3.606  Table  of  assignments,  rules  gov¬ 
erning  television  broadcast  stations 
(Columbia,  South  Carolina). 

1.  Notice  is  hereby  given  of  rule  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  above-entitled  matter. 

2.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  a  petition,  filed  January 
16,  1956  and  amended  June  25,  1956,  by 
Palmetto  Radio  Corporation,  permittee 
of  television  Station  WNOK-TV,  au¬ 
thorized  to  operate  on  Channel  67  in 
Columbia,  South  Carolina,  for  rule  mak¬ 
ing  to  amend  §-3.606  Table  of  assigii- 
ments,  television  broadcast  stations,  so 
as  to  assign  Channel  5  to  Sandy  Run, 
South  Carolina,  by  substituting  either 
Channel  4  or  Channel  7  for  Channel  5 
in  Charleston,  South  Carolina.  Peti¬ 
tioner  requests  that  WCSC,  Inc.  be 
ordered  to  show  cause  why  its  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  operation  of  Station  WCSC-TV, 
Charleston,  South  Carolina,  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  4  or  Channel  7  in  place  of 
Channel  5. 

3.  In  support  of  its  request,  petitioner 
states  that  it  now  serves  the  Columbia 
area  by  operating  station  WNOK-TV  on 
UHF  Channel  67  in  Columbia.  It  desires 
to  provide  a  second  VHF  service  to  the 
Columbia  area  by  operating  WNOK-TV 
on  Channel  5  in  Sandy  Run,  a  commu¬ 
nity  approximately  15  miles  south- 
southeast  of  Columbia.  As  petitioner 
avers,  the  allocation  of  Channel  5  to 
Sandy  Run  would  require  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  assignment  of  Station  WCSC-TV  in 
Charleston  be  changed  from  Channel  5 
to  another  channel.  Petitioner  contends 
that  either  Channel  4  or  Channel  7  could 
be  substituted  for  Channel  5  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  mileage  separation  re¬ 
quirements  of  our  rules. 

4.  On  February  14,  1956.  and  July  17, 
1956,  WCSC,  Inc.  (WCSC-TV)  filed 
Oppositions  to  the  proposal.  A  second 
Opposition  was  filed  on  April  2,  1956  by 
The  Washington  Post  Company,  licensee 
of  Station  WMBR-TV  (Channel  4), 
Jacksonville,  Florida.  Both  opponents 
assert  that,  although  the  proposal  to  re- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Mines 

[Regional  Administrative  Order  No.  2-B] 
Certain  Officials,  Region  I 

DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITY  TO  EXECUTE 
CONTRACTS 

1.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  205.2.4A  (4)  of  the  Bureau 
of  Mines  Manual,  the  following  officials 
of  Region  I,  Bureau  of  Mines,  may,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  herein  prescribed, 
execute  and  approve  contracts  and  pur¬ 
chase  orders  for  equipment,  supplies,  or 


PROPOSED  RULE  MAKING 


quire  WCSC-TV  to  operate  on  Channel 

4  would  meet  the  requirements  of  §  3.610 
there  would  be  inadequate  co-channel 
spacing  between  WCSC-TV  and  WMBR- 
TV  on  Channel  4.  These  stations  are 
198.5  miles  apart,  and  virtually  all  of  the 
path  between  them  is  over  water.  Thus, 
opponents  allege,  there  would  be  ex¬ 
cessive  interference  due  to  the  high  level 
of  tropospheric  propagation.  As  an  ad¬ 
ditional  reason  for  denial  of  the  request, 
WCSC,  Inc.  contends  that  the  substitu¬ 
tion  of  some  other  channel  for  Channel 

5  at  WCSC-TV  would  entail  a  substantial 
expense  for  that  licensee  and  might  re¬ 
sult  in  a  disruption  of  its  service  and  an 
inconvenience  to  the  public. 

5.  The  Commission  on  June  25,  1956, 
adopted  a  Report  and  Order  in  its  gen¬ 
eral  television  allocation  proceeding  in 
Docket  No.  11532,  outlining  a  long-range 
program  designed  to  improve  the  tele¬ 
vision  allocation  structure  and  at  the 
same  time  specifying  the  bases  on  which 
it  would  consider  channel  changes  in  the 
interim  with  a  view  to  improving  the 
immediate  television  situation  in  indi¬ 
vidual  communities.  In  that  Report  and 
Order  the  Commission  determined  that 
it  would  be  desirable  in  some  instances 
to  add  an  additional  VHF  assignment 
which  meets  all  of  the  requirements  of 
the  present  rules  with  the  exception  that 
the  minimum  spacing  from  the  city 
where  the  new  assignment  is  proposed 
would  not  be  met.  In  those  instances  we 
stated  that  the  proponents  of  channel 
changes  should  demonstrate  that  a 
transmitter  site  is  available  which  would 
meet  all  transmitter  spacing  require¬ 
ments. 

6.  Petitioner  asserts  that  a  new  station 
on  Channel  5  in  Sandy  Run  would  serve 
the  entire  Columbia  area.  Because  of 
the  proximity  of  Sandy  Run  to  Colum¬ 
bia,  a  television  station  with  a  trans¬ 
mitter  site  in  or  near  Sandy  Run  could, 
under  the  Commission’s  new  separation 
requirements,  be  licensed  as  a  Columbia 
facility.  Accordingly,  the  Commission  is 
of  the  view  that  any  allocation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  5  in  the  Columbia  area  should  be 
specified  as  a  Columbia  assignment. 

7.  The  Commission  is  of  the  view  that 
rule  making  proceedings  should  be  insti¬ 
tuted  in  this  matter  in  order  that  all  in¬ 
terested  parties  may  submit  their  views 
and  relevant  data. 


8.  We  do  not  believe,  however,  that  we 
should  direct  WCSC,  Inc.,  at  this  stage 
in  this  proceeding  to  show  cause  why 
its  authorization  for  Station  WCSC-TV, 
Charleston,  South  Carolina,  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on  either 
Channel  4  or  Channel  7  in  place  of  Chan¬ 
nel  5.  Such  additional  show  cause  pro¬ 
ceedings  which  may  be  necessary  will  be 
instituted  at  a  later  date. 

9.  Any  interested  party  who  is  of  the 
view  that  the  proposed  amendment 
should  not  be  adopted,  or  should  not  be 
adopted  in  the  form  set  forth  herein, 
may  file  with  the  Commission  on  or  be¬ 
fore  September  10,  1956,  a  written  state¬ 
ment  setting  forth  his  comments.  Com¬ 
ments  supporting  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  may  also  be  filed  on  or  before  the 
same  date.  Comments  in  reply  to  origi¬ 
nal  comments  may  be  filed  within  15 
days  from  the  last  date  for  filing  said 
original  comments.  No  additional  com¬ 
ments  may  be  filed  unless  (1)  specifically 
requested  by  the  Commission  or  (2) 
good  cause  for  the  filing  of  such  addi¬ 
tional  comments  is  established. 

10.  Parties  submitting  comments  in 
this  proceeding  are  requested  to  direct 
their  attention  to  the  matters  discussed 
in  paragraph  31  of  the  Commission’s 
Report  and  Order  in  Docket  No.  11532. 
All  data  indicating  television  coverage 
should  be  filed  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  specified  in  paragraphs  38- 
40  of  the  said  Report  and  Order. 

11.  Authority  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  proposed  herein  is  contained 
in  sections  1,  4  (i)  and  (j),  301,  303  (a), 

(b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h)  and  (r) 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended,  and  section  4  of  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

12.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  1.764  of  the  rules,  an  original  and  14 
copies  of  all  written  comments  shall  be 
furnished  the  Commission. 

Adopted:  July  19, 1956. 

Released:  July 23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6047;  Filed,  July  26.  1956; 
8:47  a.  m.] 


NOTICES 


services,  including  maintenance  and  re¬ 
pairs  in  conformity  with  applicable  regu¬ 
lations  and  statutory  requirements,  ex¬ 
cept  that  contracts  and  purchase  orders 
in  the  following  categories  require  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  Regional  Director,  Region 
I,  or  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Mines  (see 
subparagraph  205.2.4A  (1) ) : 

(a)  Any  for  more  than  $500. 

(b)  Purchase  of  land. 

(c)  Printing  and  binding. 

(d)  Automobiles  and  trucks. 

(e)  Microfilm  equipment  and  services 
over  $100. 

(f)  Construction. 


(g)  Alterations  and  repairs  to  build¬ 
ings  in  excess  of  $500. 

(h)  Drilling. 

(i)  Working  fund  agreements  with 
other  Government  agencies. 

(j)  Cooperative  agreements  on  re¬ 
search  programs. 

(k)  Office  furniture  and  machines. 

Assistant  Regional  Director  for 

Alaska:  Provided,  That  under  this  sub- 
paragraph  the  Fiscal  limitation  of  Item 
(a)  shall  be  $2000. 

Superintendent,  Northwest  Experi¬ 
ment  Station,  Seattle,  Washington. 

Chief,  Spokane  Field  Office,  Spokane, 
Washington. 
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Chief,  Division  of  Administration,  Al¬ 
bany,  Oregon. 

Procurement  and  Supply  Officer,  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Administration,  Albany,  Oregon. 

Designated  Engineers  in  charge  of  field 
projects. 

2.  Change  orders  and  extra  work  or¬ 
ders — with  respect  to  any  contract  (in¬ 
cluding  a  contract  approved  by  the  Di¬ 
rector  or  the  Regional  Director,  Region 
I)  the  officials  mentioned  above  may,  up 
to  $500,  issue  change  orders  and  extra 
work  orders  pursuant  to  the  contract, 
enter  into  any  modifications  and  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  contract  which  are  legally 
permissible,  and  terminate  the  contract 
if  such  action  is  legally  authorized. 

3.  Authorities  delegated  by  this  order 
may  not  be  redelegated  without  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Regional  Director,  Region  I. 

4.  The  delegations  contained  herein 
supersede  those  in  Regional  Administra¬ 
tive  Order  No.  2  dated  January  24,  1955, 
and  2-A  dated  April  15,  1955. 

Mark  L.  Wright, 

Acting  Regional  Director, 

Region  I. 

Approved:  July  17, 1956. 

Thos.  H.  Miller, 

Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Mines. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6059;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service  and 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Director  and  Chief  of  Fiscal  Division 

DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITY  WITH  RESPECT 
TO  LETTERS  OF  CREDIT 

The  Director  and  the  Chief  of  the 
Fiscal  Division  of  each  of  the  CSS 
Commodity  Offices  listed  below  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  consent  to  the  reduction  or 
cancellation  of  letters  of  credit  issued  to 
or  in  favor  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  to  draw  drafts  under 
such  letters  of  credit  against  issuing 
banks: 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  623  South  Wabash 
Avenue,  Chicago  5,  Illinois. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  120  Marais  Street, 
Wirth  Building,  New  Orleans  16,  Louisiana. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  500  South  Ervay 
Street,  Dallas  1,  Texas. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  Federal  Office 
Building,  911  Walnut  Street,  Kansas  City 
6,  Missouri. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  1006  West  Lake 
Street,  Minneapolis  8,  Minnesota. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  1218  Southwest 
Washington  Street,  Portland  5,  Oregon. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  408  Atlantic  Ave¬ 
nue,  Boston  10,  Massachusetts. 

CSS  Commodity  Office,  1010  Broadway, 
Cincinnati  2,  Ohio. 

Specimen  signatures  of  officials  pres¬ 
ently  occupying  the  above -entitled  posi¬ 
tions  and  of  those  persons  authorized  to 
act  in  that  capacity  in  their  absence  may 
be  obtained  by  addressing  written  request 
therefor  to  the  Director  of  the  office 
indicated. 

No.  145-.— 4 
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Do^e  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  23d 
day  of  July  1956. 

[seal]  R.  Gibb, 

Treasurer, 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation . 
Recomended: 

J.  J.  Somers, 

Controller, 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
Approved:  July  23, 1956. 

Walter  C.  Berger, 

Acting  Executive  Vice  President, 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6087;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:55  a.  m.] 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

Kansas,  South  Dakota,  and  Texas 

DISASTER  ASSISTANCE;  DELINEATION  OF 
DROUGHT  AREAS 

Pursuant  to  Public  Law  875,  81st  Con¬ 
gress,  the  President  determined  on  Au¬ 
gust  26,  1954,  that  a  major  disaster  oc¬ 
casioned  by  drought  existed  in  the  State 
of  Kansas;  the  President  determined  on 
July  12,  1956,  that  a  major  disaster  oc¬ 
casioned  by  drought  existed  in  the  State 
of  South  Dakota;  and  the  President  also 
determined  on  July  21,  1954,  that  a 
major  disaster  occasioned  by  drought  ex¬ 
isted  in  the  State  of  Texas  and  extended 
that  determination  on  September  19, 
1955. 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated 
to  me  by  the  Administrator,  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administration  (18  F.  R.  4609; 
19  F.  R.  2148,  5364;  20  F.  R.  4664),  and 
for  the  purposes  of  section  2  (d)  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  38,  81st  Congress,  as  amended  by 
Public  Law  115,  83d  Congress,  and  sec¬ 
tion  301  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress, 
the  following  counties  in  the  following 
States  were  determined  on  July  12,  1956, 
to  be  affected  by  the  above-mentioned 
major  disasters. 

Kansas:  Ford,  Rawlins,  Scott,  Thomas. 

South  Dakota:  Beadle,  Buffalo,  Hand, 
Hughes,  Hyde,  Jerauld,  Lyman,  Sully. 

Texas:  Garza,  Nolan,  Shackelford. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  this  23d 
day  of  July  1956. 

[seal]  True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6054;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:48  a.  m.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

[CGFR  56-28] 

Commandant,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard 
DELEGATION  OF  FUNCTIONS 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me 
by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  26  of  1950 
and  14  U.  S.  C.  631,  there  are  transferred 
to  the  Commandant,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard, 
the  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  under: 
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1.  Public  Law  548,  84th  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  June  4, 1956. 

2.  Public  Law  549,  84th  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  June  4,  1956. 

The  Commandant  shall  have  final  action 
on  appeals  made  in  accordance  with  sec¬ 
tion  1  (d)  of  this  act. 

3.  Public  Law  64,  84th  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  June  8,  1955. 

The  Commandant  may  make  provi¬ 
sions  for  the  performance  by  subordi¬ 
nates  in  the  Coast  Guard  of  all  functions 
contained  in  the  above  acts  except  the 
issuance  of  regulations  and  the  action 
taken  on  appeals  made  in  accordance 
with  section  1  (d).  Public  Law  549,  84th 
Congress. 

Dated:  July  24,  1956. 

[seal]  David  W.  Kendall, 

Acting  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6067;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:50  a.  m.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDU¬ 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Statement  of  Organization  and 
Delegations  of  Authority 

MISCELLANEOUS  AMENDMENTS 

Part  10  of  the  Statement  of  Organiza¬ 
tion  and  Delegations  of  Authority  of  the 
Department  (20  F.  R.  1996),  is  amended 
as  follows: 

1.  Sec.  10.10  Organization,  (a)  The 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  shall  con¬ 
sist  of: 

Office  of  the  Commissioner:  Division  of 
Administrative  Management.  Division  of 
Federal-State  Relations. 

Bureau  of  Enforcement. 

Bureau  of  Medicine. 

Bureau  of  Biological  and  Physical  Sciences. 

Bureau  of  Field  Administration.  , 

Bureau  of  Program  Planning  and  Appraisal. 
***** 

2.  Paragraph  (a)  of  Section  10.20  As¬ 
signment  of  responsibilities  is  amended 
by  adding  thereto  the  following: 

(3)  Following  civil  defense  food  and 
drug  responsibilities  delegated  to  the 
Secretary  by  FCDA  Delegation  No.  1  (19 
F.  R.  4546,  subject  to  the  coordination 
for  the  Department  as  a  whole  by  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Federal-State 
Relations: 

(a)  Plan  a  national  program,  conduct 
research,  develop  technical  guidance  for 
States,  and  direct  Federal  activities  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  extraordinary  needs 
for  food  and  drug  inspection  and  control 
in  attacked  areas. 

(b)  During  a  civil  defense  emergency, 
employ  temporarily  additional  person¬ 
nel  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  as  may  be  required  to  meet  the  civil 
defense  requirements  of  an  attack  or  of 
an  anticipated  attack,  subject  to  such 
departmental  administrative  policies  and 
procedures  as  may  be  issued  to  govern 
emergency  operations. 

(c)  During  a  civil  defense  emergency. 
Incur  such  obligations  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  as  may  be  required  to  meet 
the  civil  defense  requirements  of  an  at- 
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tack  or  of  an  anticipated  attack,  subject 
to  such  departmental  fiscal  policies  and 
procedures  as  may  be  issued  to  govern 
emergency  operations. 

(d)  Disseminate  such  civil  defense  in¬ 
formation  as  may  be  approved  from  time 
to  time  by  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

(4)  Authority  to  certify  true  copies  of 
documents  in  the  files  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  and,  pursuant  to 
section  1601,  Title  42,  U.  S.  C.,  to  cause 
the  seal  of  the  Department  to  be  affixed. 

Dated:  July  20,  1956. 

[seal]  Herold  C.  Hunt, 

Acting  Secretary. 

IP.  R.  Doc.  56-6057;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[Docket  Nos.  10286,  10287;  FCC  56-774] 

Enterprise  Co.  and  Beaumont 
Broadcasting  Corp. 

MEMORANDUM  OPINION  AND  ORDER  REOPEN¬ 
ING  THE  RECORD  AND  DESIGNATING  APPLI¬ 
CATIONS  FOR  FURTHER  HEARING  ON  STATED 

ISSUES  » 

In  re  applications  of  The  Enterprise 
Company,  Beaumont,  Texas,  Docket  No. 
10286,  File  No.  BPCT-743;  Beaumont 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  Beaumont, 
Texas,  Docket  No.  10287,  File  No.  BPCT- 
762;  for  construction  permtis  for  new 
television  station. 

1.  The  Commission  has  under  consid¬ 
eration  ( 1 )  its  Decision  in  The  Enterprise 
Company,  released  August  6,  1954,  9  RR 
816;  (2)  a  Memorandum  Opinion  and 
Order  in  that  proceeding  denying  Enter¬ 
prise’s  petition  for  reconsideration,  re¬ 
leased  January  28,  1955,  9  RR  818u;  (3) 
the  Opinion  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Cir¬ 
cuit,  dated  December  29, 1955,  in  The  En¬ 
terprise  Company  v.  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission,  —  U.  S.  App.  D.  C. 
— ,  13  RR  2033;  (4)  a  petition  for  prompt 
institution  of  further  proceedings  filed 
on  March  13,  1956,  by  The  Enterprise 
Company;  (5)  opposition  to  petition  for 
prompt  institution  of  further  proceedings 
filed  on  March  21,  1956,  by  Beaumont 
Broadcasting  Corporation;  and  (6)  a  re¬ 
ply  to  the  opposition  filed  on  March  27, 
1956,  by  The  Enterprise  Company.1 

2.  On  March  17,  1956,  Beaumont  filed 
a  petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  in  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States;  this 
was  denied  on  April  30,  1956.  Pursuant 
to  the  mandate  of  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
further  hearing  and  consideration  of 
the  applications  herein  is  necessary. 

3.  The  Commission,  in  its  Memoran¬ 
dum  Opinion  and  Order  released  January 
28,  1955,  addressed  to  the  petition  for  re- 


1  KTRM,  Inc.,  was  an  applicant  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  proceeding.  Its  application  was  denied 
by  the  Commission’s  Decision  released  Au¬ 
gust  6,  1954.  Its  petition  for  reconsideration 
and  related  pleadings  were  withdrawn  by  a 
letter  of  December  17,  1954.  Consequently, 
its  application  is  no  longer  before  the  Com¬ 
mission. 


consideration  before  it  filed  by  The  En¬ 
terprise  Company  on  September  7,  1954, 
affirmed  its  final  decision  in  favor  of 
Beaumont  Broadcasting  Corporation.  In 
the  Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
the  Commission  noted  that  an  executory 
agreement,  entered  into  between  Beau¬ 
mont  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
KTRM,  Inc.,  had  been  filed  with  it  under 
an  “information”  rule  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion;  that  the  terms  thereof,  should  it 
become  definitive  in  the  future,  would 
require  Commission  approval  under 
another — and  explicit — rule  of  the  Com¬ 
mission;  that  until  that  contingency  oc¬ 
curred  the  matter  was  not  before  the 
Commission  for  consideration;  that  if 
the  contingency  occurred  Commission 
determinations  with  respect  thereto 
would  be  made  under  settled  processes 
of  the  Commission. 

4.  The  Court  of  Appeals  viewed  the 
matter  differently :  it  remanded  the  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  the  Commission  to  take  into 
account,'  in  the  hearing  process,  the 
aforesaid  agreement.  Although  the 
Court  also  expressed  the  opinion  that 
the  comparison  between  the  “competing 
applicants”  should  be  kept  active  as  a 
requirement  of  due  process,  it  stated  that 
the  grant  to  Beaumont  need  not  be  set 
aside  by  the  Court  or  by  the  Commission 
prior  to  reopening  of  the  record  and  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  new  evidence. 

5.  In  the  circumstances  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  required  to  return  this  proceeding 
to  a  Hearing  Examiner  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  comparative  proceedings  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  directions  contained  in 
the  decision  of  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals,  notwithstanding  a  construc¬ 
tion  permit  has  been  awarded  to,  and  is 
held  by,  Beaumont  Broadcasting  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

Accordingly ,  it  is  ordered.  That  the 
record  herein  is  reopened  and  remanded 
to  the  examiner  for  further  hearing  and 
for  the  preparation  of  an  Initial  Decision, 
said-  further  hearing  to  be  held  at  the 
offices  of  the  Commission  in  Washington, 
D.  C.,  at  a  time  and  date  subsequently  to 
be  specified; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  further 
hearing  be  upon  the  following  issues: 

(1)  To  determine  the  effect  upon  the 
comparative  qualifications  of  Beaumont 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  The  En¬ 
terprise  Company  of  that  certain  agree¬ 
ment  dated  December  15,  1954,  between 
Beaumont,  W.  P.  Hobby  and  KTRM.  In 
this  connection,  the  present  record  in 
this  proceeding  shall  be  supplemented 
by  the  receipt  of  evidence  concerning  (a) 
the  making  of,  and  the  terms  and  the 
character  of,  said  agreement  as  the  same 
shall  bear  upon  the  processes  of  the 
Commission  and  the  public  interest;  (b) 
the  effect  of  said  agreement  upon  the  fi¬ 
nancial  status  of  Beaumont  Broadcasting 
Corporation. 

(2)  To  determine  whether  or  not,  in 
the  public  interest,  convenience  and 
necessity,  in  the  light  of  the  facts  ad¬ 
duced  under  issue  (1)  and  the  present 
hearing  record,  the  permit  issued  to 
Beaumont  Broadcasting  Corporation 
should  be  rescinded,  or  should  be 
awarded  to  The  Enterprise  Company. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  petition 
filed  on  March  21, 1956  by  The  Enterprise 


Company  is  granted  insofar  as  the  relief 
requested  is  afforded  by  the  foregoing. 

Adopted?  July  20, 1956. 

Released:  July  23, 1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6048;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:47  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  11800;  FCC  56-759] 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Co. 

ORDER  DESIGNATING  MATTER  FOR  HEARING 
>  AND  INVESTIGATION 

In  the  matter  of  charges,  classifica¬ 
tions,  regulations  and  practices  for  and 
in  connection  with  certain  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Telegraph  Services  of  The  West¬ 
ern  Union  Telegraph  Company. 

At  a  session  of  the  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission,  held  at  its  offices  in 
Washington,  D.  C.,  on  the  19th  day  of 
July  1956; 

The  Commission,  having  under  consid¬ 
eration  Transmittal  Letter  No.  4366,  and: 

(1)  Revised  tariff  schedules  filed  by 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 
to  become  effective  July  29,  1956,  desig¬ 
nated  as  follows: 

The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  229 : 

6th  Revised  Page  9A. 

9th  Revised  Page  25. 

11th  Revised  Page  26. 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  232: 

8th  Revised  Page  6. 

7th  Revised  Page  7. 

7th  Revised  Page  8. 

10th  Revised  Page  9. 

amending  certain  schedules  contained  in 
its  tariffs,  entitled  Money  Order  Serv¬ 
ices  and  Domestic  Telegraph  Rates, 
respectively ; 

(2)  Revised  tariff  schedules  filed  by 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 
to  become  effective  August  1,  1956, 
designated  as  follows: 

The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  185: 

50th  Revised  Page  9. 

43d  Revised  Page  11. 

37th  Revised  Page  12. 

41st  Revised  Page  13. 

41st  Revised  Page  15. 

44th  Revised  Page  17. 

48th  Revised  Page  18. 

29th  Revised  Page  22. 

36th  Revised  Page  23. 

57th  Revised  Page  27. 

8th  Revised  Page  27A. 

44th  Revised  Page  28. 

8th  Revised  Page  28A. 

35th  Revised  Page  29. 

52d  Revised  Page  31. 

35th  Revised  Page  32. 

43d  Revised  Page  33. 

58th  Revised  Page  34. 

47th  Revised  Page  35. 

49th  Revised  Page  36. 

21st  Revised  Page  36A. 

44th  Revised  Page  37. 

56th  Revised  Page  41. 

61st  Revised  Page  42. 

45th  Revised  Page  43. 

39th  Revised  Page  44. 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  198: 

22d  Revised  Page  19. 


Friday ,  July  27,  1956 
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Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  208: 

9th  Revised  Page  8. 

7th  Revised  Page  9. 

7th  Revised  Page  10. 

7th  Revised  Page  11. 

9th  Revised  Page  12. 

16th  Revised  Page  24. 

4th  Revised  Page  26. 

amending  certain  schedules  contained  in 
its  tariffs,  entitled  Baseball-Sports  Ticker 
Service,  Quotation  Service  and  Quotation 
Service  by  Message,  respectively; 

(3)  A  revised  tariff  schedule  filed  by 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 
to  become  effective  September  1,  1956, 
designated  as  follows: 

The  WesI’ern  Union  Telegraph  Company 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  233 : 

3d  Revised  Page  65A,  Rule  13.03. 

amending  a  schedule  contained  in  its 
tariff  entitled  International  Telegraph 
Service ; 

(4)  Revised  tariff  schedules  filed  by 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 
to  become  effective  November  1,  1956, 
designated  as  follows: 

The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company 

Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  216: 

40th  Revised  Page  10,  matter  marked  (I) 
and  (T). 

amending  certain  schedules  contained  in 
its  tariff  entitled  Baseball-Sports  Serv¬ 
ice  by  Message  and  Direct  Wire. 

It  appearing  that  the  above-cited 
schedules  contain  new  and  increased 
charges  for  certain  interstate  and  foreign 
communication  services,  together  with 
certain  new  classifications,  regulations 
and  practices,  and  that  the  Commission 
is  unable  to  determine  from  an  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  above-cited  tariff  schedules 
whether  the  charges,  classifications, 
regulations  and  practices  therein  con¬ 
tained  will  be  lawful  under  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended; 

It  further  appearing  that  The  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company  proposes  to 
amend  its  applicable  tariff  schedules  to 
effect  increases  in  the  charges  for  inter¬ 
state  press  messages; 

It  further  appearing  that  if  the  above- 
cited  tariff  schedules  are  permitted  to 
become  effective  on  the  dates  specified 
therein,  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
public  may  be  adversely  affected  thereby; 

It  is  ordered.  That,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  201,  202,  204,  205  and  403  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  the  Commission  shall  enter  upon  a 
hearing  and  investigation  concerning  the 
lawfulness  of  the  charges,  classifications, 
regulations  and  practices  set  forth  in  the 
above-cited  tariff  schedules; 

It  is  further  ordered,  That,  pursuant 
to  section  204  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  the  operation  of 
the  above-described  tariff  schedules  is 
hereby  suspended,  unless  otherwise  or¬ 
dered  by  the  Commission;  as  follows: 

(1)  The  above-described  revised  tariff 
schedules  filed  to  become  effective  July 
29,  1956,  are  suspended  until  October  29, 
1956, 

(2)  The  above-described  revised  tariff 
schedules  filed  to  become  effective  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1956,  are  suspended  until  Novem¬ 
ber  1, 1956, 

(3)  The  above-described  revised  tariff 
schedule  filed  to  become  effective  Sep¬ 


tember  1,  1956,  is  suspended  until  De¬ 
cember  1, 1956, 

(4)  The  above-described  revised  tariff 
schedules  filed  to  become  effective  No¬ 
vember  1,  1956,  are  suspended  until  Feb¬ 
ruary  1, 1957; 

and  that  during  said  periods  of  suspen¬ 
sion  no  changes  shall  be  made  in  said 
tariff  schedules  or  in  the  charges,  classi¬ 
fications,  regulations  or  practices  sought 
to  be  altered  thereby,  unless  authorized 
by  special  permission  of  the  Commission; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That,  without  in 
any  way  limiting  the  scope  of  the  in¬ 
vestigation,  it  shall  include  consideration 
of  the  following  specific  matters: 

1.  The  operating  revenue  and  allow¬ 
able  revenue  deductions  which  The  West¬ 
ern  Union  Telegraph  Company  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  experience 
during  a  reasonable  future  period  from 
its  landline  operations  and  the  related 
rate  base  for  such  period ; 

2.  The  effect  of  increased  wages,  ef¬ 
fective  June  1,  1956,  and  January  1, 
1957,  on  Western  Union’s  operating  ex¬ 
penses  to  be  allowed  in  approving  rates 
for  the  future,  and  the  proper  appor¬ 
tionment  of  such  expenses  to  each  of  the 
services  and  classifications  offered  by 
the  Company; 

3.  The  lawfulness  under  the  Commu¬ 
nications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  of  the 
proposed  20  cents  a  message  discount  on 
all  sent-paid  messages  in  excess  of  50 
such  messages  filed  by  tieline  in  a  month 
by  a  customer; 

4.  The  increased  rates  for  interstate 
Press  messages  which  Western  Union 
proposes  to  file  and  the  lawfulness 
thereof  under  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended; 

5.  The  lawfulness  under  the  Commu¬ 
nications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended  of 
the  relationships  among  the  proposed 
charges  in  the  several  rate  zones  for  each 
of  the  classes  of  message  telegraph 
service; 

6.  Whether  the  above-mentioned  tariff 
schedules  will  subject  any  person  or  class 
of  persons  to  unjust  or  unreasonable  dis¬ 
crimination  or  give  any  undue  or  unrea¬ 
sonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any 
person,  class  of  persons  or  locality,  or 
subject  any  person,  class  of  persons  or 
locality  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable 
prejudice  or  disadvantage  within  the 
meaning  of  section  202  (a)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended; 

7.  Whether  any  of  the  charges,  classi¬ 
fications,  regulations  or  practices  con¬ 
tained  in  the  above-mentioned  tariff 
schedules  are  or  will  be  unjust  and  un¬ 
reasonable  within  the  meaning  of  section 
201  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended; 

8.  Whether  the  Commission  should 
prescribe  just  and  reasonable  charges, 
classifications,  regulations,  and  practices 
or  the  maximum  or  minimum  or  maxi¬ 
mum  and  minimum  charges  to  be  here¬ 
after  followed  with  respect  to  the  serv¬ 
ices  governed  by  the  tariffs  herein 
suspended,  as  well  as  for  Press  messages, 
and,  if  so,  what  charges,  classifications, 
regulations  and  practices  should  be  pre¬ 
scribed. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That,  In  the 
event  a  decision  as  to  the  lawfulness 
of  the  charges,  classifications,  regula¬ 


tions  and  practices  herein  suspended  has 
not  been  made  during  the  aforesaid  sus¬ 
pension  periods,  and  said  charges,  classi¬ 
fications,  regulations  and  practices  go 
into  effect,  The  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company  and  its  connecting  and  concur¬ 
ring  carriers  shall,  until  further  order 
of  the  Commission,  keep  accurate  ac¬ 
counts  of  all  amounts  charged,  collected 
or  received  by  reason  of  the  charges  set 
forth  in  the  above-cited  tariff  schedules, 
specifying  by  whom  and  in  whose  behalf 
such  amounts  are  paid;  and  shall  file 
with  the  Commission  a  report  on  or 
before  the  10th  day  of  each  calendar 
month,  commencing  December  10,  1956, 
showing  the  amounts  accounted  for  as 
aforesaid  during  the  previous  calendar 
month ; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That,  a  copy  of 
this  order  be  filed  in  the  offices  of  the 
Commission  with  said  tariff  schedules 
herein  suspended;  that  The  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company  and  all  car¬ 
riers  listed  in  its  Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  211 
as  concurring  carriers  with  respect  to 
matters  contained  in  said  tariff  schedules 
herein  suspended  are  hereby  made  par¬ 
ties  respondent  to  this  proceeding;  and 
that  a  copy  hereof  be  served  upon  each 
such  respondent;  upon  the  agency  of 
each  State  which  has  regulatory  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  communication  rates 
and  services  and  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Railroad  and  Utilities  Commis¬ 
sioners; 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  a  hearing 
be  held  in  this  proceeding  at  the  offices 
of  the  Commission  in  Washington,  D.  C., 
beginning  at  10:00  a.  m.  on  the  11th 
day  of  September  1956,  before  a  presid¬ 
ing  officer  to  be  designated  hereafter  who 
shall  certify  the  record  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion  for  decision  without  preparing  either 
an  Initial  Decision  or  a  Recommended 
Decision. 

Released:  July  20, .1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6049;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:47  a.  m.j 


[Docket  Nos.  11180, 11718;  FCC  56M-704] 
Bill  Mathis  and  Key  City  Broadcasters 

ORDER  CONTINUING  HEARING  CONFERENCE 

In  re  applications  of  Bill  Mathis,  Abi¬ 
lene,  Texas,  Docket  No.  11180,  File  No. 
BP-8917;  Howard  Barrett  and  Robert  H. 
Nash,  d/b  as  Key  City  Broadcasters, 
Abilene,  Texas,  Docket  No.  11718,  File 
No.  BP-10278;  for  construction  permits. 

The  Chief  Hearing  Examiner  having 
under  consideration  the  motion  of  Bill 
Mathis,  filed  July  19,  1956,  that  the  pre- 
hearing  conference  in  the  above-entitled 
proceeding,  which  is  presently  scheduled 
to  be  held  July  24,  1956,  be  continued 
without  date ; 

It  appearing  that  the  motion  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  showing  of  good  and  suf¬ 
ficient  cause,  and  that  all  interested 
parties  consent  to  the  granting  thereof 
and  to  a  waiver  of  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1.745  of  the  rules  to  permit  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  matter; 
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It  is  ordered.  This  19th  day  of  July 
1956,  that  the  motion  is  granted,  and 
that  the  hearing  conference  presently 
scheduled  for  July  24,  1956  in  the  above- 
entitled  proceeding  is  continued  without 
date. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[P.  R.  Doc.  56-6050;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:47  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  11801;  FCC  56-761] 

Globe  Wireless,  Ltd. 

ORDER  DESIGNATING  MATTER  FOR  HEARING 
AND  INVESTIGATION 

In  the  matter  of  Globe  Wireless  Ltd., 
revision  of  Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  33,  to  in¬ 
crease  charges  for  registered  code  ad¬ 
dresses. 

At  a  session  of  the  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission  held  at  its  offices  in 
Washington,  D.  C.,  on  the  19th  day  of 
July  1956; 

The  Commission  having  under  consid¬ 
eration  a  revised  tariff  schedule,  filed  by 
Globe  Wireless,  Ltd.,  to  become  effective 
September  1, 1956,  designated  as  follows: 
Globe  Wireless  Ltd.,  Tariff  F.  C.  C.  No.  33, 
6th  Revised  Page  53,  which  amends  para¬ 
graph  3  of  Rule  13.1  to  read  in  part  as 
follows: 

(3)  A  charge  of  $7.00  Is  made  for  the  regis¬ 
tration  of  a  code  address  for  a  twelve-month 
period.  A  six-month  registration  may  be 
effected  upon  a  fee  of  $4.00  *  •  * 

It  appearing  that  under  currently  ef¬ 
fective  tariff  schedules  the  rates  are  $6.00 
for  a  twelve-month  period  and  $3.50  for 
a  six-month  period; 

It  further  appearing  that  since  Globe 
Wireless  Ltd.  i$  contravention  of 
§  61.33  of  the  Commission’s  rules,  fur¬ 
nished  no  statement  whatever  giving  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  above-described  increases  in 
charges  or  the  facts  upon  which  it  relied 
in  justification  thereof,  the  Commission 
is  unable  to  determine  from  an  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  aforesaid  amendment  whether 
it  will  be  lawful  under  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  1934,  as'amended; 

It  further  appearing  that  if  the  afore¬ 
said  amendment  is  permitted  to  become 
effective  on  the  date  specified  in  the  re¬ 
vised  tariff  schedule,  the  rights  and  in¬ 
terests  of  the  public  may  be  adversely 
affected  thereby ; 

It  is  ordered,  That  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  201,  204,  205,  and  403  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended, 
the  Commission  shall  enter  upon  a  hear¬ 
ing  and  investigation  concerning  the  law¬ 
fulness  of  the  charges  set  forth  in  the 
aforesaid  amendment; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  pursuant  to 
section  204  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended,  the  operation  of  the 
aforesaid  amendment  is  hereby  sus¬ 
pended  until  the  1st  day  of  December 
1956,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission ;  and  that  during  said  period 
of  suspension  no  changes  shall  be  made 
in  such  suspended  amendment  unless 
authorized  by  special  permission  of  the 
Commission; 


It  is  further  ordered.  That,  without  in 
any  way  limiting  the  scope  of  the  in¬ 
vestigation,  it  shall  include  consideration 
of  the  following  issues: 

(a)  The  justification,  if  any,  for  the 
increased  rates  which  would  demonstrate 
that  they  are  lawful  under  Section  201  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended ; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  a  copy  of 
this  Order  be  filed  in  the  offices  of  the 
Commission  with  the  tariff  schedule  con¬ 
taining  the  amendment  herein  sus¬ 
pended;  that  Globe  Wireless  Ltd.  is 
hereby  made  a  party  respondent  to  the 
proceeding,  and  that  a  copy  hereof  be 
served  upon  said  respondent; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  this  matter 
is  designated  for  hearing  at  a  time  and 
place  to  be  specified  in  a  subsequent 
order;  and  that  the  presiding  officer  shall 
certify  the  record  to  the  Commission 
without  preparing  either  a  recommended 
or  initial  decision. 

Released:  July  20,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6051;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:48  a.  m.J 


|  Docket  No.  11737;  FCC  56M-701] 
Livingston  Broadcasting  Co. 

STATEMENT  AND  ORDER  AFTER  PREHEARING 
CONFERENCE 

In  re  application  of  M.  H.  Wirth  tr/as 
Livingston  Broadcasting  Co.,  Howell, 
Michigan,  Docket  No.  11737,  File  No. 
BP-10283;  for  construction  permit. 

1.  Pursuant  to  Rules  1.813  and  1.841, 
a  prehearing  conference  was  held  on 
July  18,  1956.  It  was  there  noted  that 
the  mutually  exclusive  application  of 
Paul  A.  Brandt,  West  Branch,  Michigan 
(Docket  No.  11736) ,  which  had  been  con¬ 
solidated  for  hearing  with  the  instant 
application,  had,  on  his  petition,  been 
dismissed  without  prejudice  on  July  17, 
1956,  by  the  Chief  Hearing  Examiner, 
who  at  the  same  time  directed  that  the 
Livingston  application  be  retained  in 
hearing  status.  The  transcript  of  the 
prehearing  conference  is  incorporated  by 
reference. 

2.  An  informal  engineering  conference 
will  be  held  on  or  before  July  25,  1956, 
for  the  purpose  of  attempting  to  arrive 
at  a  mutually  satisfactory  engineering 
presentation. 

3.  All  exhibits  to  be  offered  in  support 
of  their  direct  cases  by  applicant  and 
respondent  shall  be  furnished  counsel 
and  the  Hearing  Examiner  by  August  29, 
1956,  5  p.  m. 

4.  The  evidentiary  hearing,  now  sched¬ 
uled  for  September  12,  1956,  is  continued 
to  September  19,  1956,  at  10  a.  m.,  in  the 
offices  of  the  Commission,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

So  ordered,  this  19th  day  of  July  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6052;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:48  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  11738,  etc.;  FCC  56M-709] 
South  Dade  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  et  al 
order  after  first  prehearing  conference 

In  re  applications  of  South  Dade 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  Homestead,  Flor¬ 
ida,  Docket  No.  11738,  File  No.  BP-10009; 

J.  M.  Pace,  Homestead,  Florida,  Docket 
No.  11739,  File  No.  BP-10198;  Redland 
Broadcasting  Company,  Homestead, 
Florida,  Docket  No.  11740,  File  No.  BP- 
10424;  for  construction  permits. 

Appearances:  Mr.  William  Thomson  of 
Washington,  D.  C.,  on  behalf  of  South 
Dade  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.;  Mr.  Philip 
M.  Baker  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  be¬ 
half  of  J.  M.  Pace;  Mr.  John  P.  South  - 
mayd  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  behalf  of 
Redland  Broadcasting  Company;  and 
Mr.  Ray  R.  Paul  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
behalf  of  the  Chief,  Broadcasting  Bu¬ 
reau,  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  respondent,  Paul  Brake,  li¬ 
censee  of  Station  WWPB,  Miami,  Florida, 
was  not  present  or  represented. 

1.  Pursuant  to  order  dated  July  3, 1956, 
and  in  accordance  with  §§  1.813  and  1.841 
of  the  Commission’s  rules,  a  prehearing 
conference  was  held  on  July  5,  1956,  in 
which  the  parties  participated  by  counsel 
as  indicated  in  the  statement  of  appear¬ 
ances  above.  The  respondent,  Paul 
Brake,  licensee  of  Station  WWPB,  Miami, 
Florida,  informally  consented  by  tele¬ 
gram  to  the  holding  of  the  conference 
upon  the  short  notice  provided  by  the 
order,  and  his  failure  to  appear  in  person 
or  by  counsel  does  not  constitute  any  de¬ 
fault  or  waiver  of  rights  on  his  behalf. 
Engineering  consultants  on  behalf  of  the 
applicant  South  Dade  and  Bureau  were 
present,  and  the  other  two  applicants 
were  represented  by  their  attorneys.  The 
transcript  of  the  proceedings,  being 
Volume  1,  pages  1  through  56,  is  made 
a  part  of  the  record  and  the  rulings  and 
determinations  arrived  at  in  conference 
are  set  out  in  this  order. 

2.  The  issues  designated  for  hearing 
are  as  follows: 

1.  To  determine  the  areas  and  popula¬ 
tions  which  would  receive  primary  serv¬ 
ice  from  each  of  the  proposed  operations, 
and  the  availability  of  other  primary 
service  to  such  areas  and  populations. 

2.  To  determine  whether  any  of  the 
proposed  operations  would  cause  inter¬ 
ference  to  Station  WWPB,  Miami,  Flor¬ 
ida;  or  any  other  existing  standard 
broadcast  stations,  and,  if  so,  the  nature 
and  extent  thereof,  the  areas  and  popu¬ 
lations  affected  thereby,  and  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  other  primary  service  to  such 
areas  and  populations. 

3.  To  determine  which  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  proposed  in  the  above-captioned 
applications  would  better  serve  the  public 
interest  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  ad¬ 
duced  under  the  foregoing  issues  and  re¬ 
cord  made  with  respect  to  the  significant 
differences  between  the  applications  as 
to: 

(a)  The  background  and  experience  of 
each  of  the  above-named  applicants  to 
own  and  operate  its  proposed  station. 

(b)  The  proposals  of  each  of  the 
above-named  applicants  with  respect  to 
the  [sic]  management  and  operation  of 
the  proposed  stations. 
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(c)  The  programming  service  pro¬ 
posed  in  each  of  the  above-mentioned 
applications. 

4.  To  determine,  in  the  light  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  adduced  pursuant  to  the  foregoing 
issues,  which,  if  any,  of  the  applications 
should  be  granted. 

The  first  question  that  arose  involved  a 
definition,  for  the  purposes  of  this  hear¬ 
ing,  of  primary  service  as  used  in  Issue 
No.  1. 

3.  It  was  contended,  primarily  on  be¬ 
half  of  South  Dade,  that  the  showing  to 
be  made  under  the  first  issue  permits 
evidence  upon  the  matters  set  out  in 
§  3.188  of  the  Commission’s  rules,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  proposed  signal  strengths 
over  the  business,  factory  and  residential 
areas  of  the  city.1 2  It  was  ruled,  as  urged 
by  Bureau  counsel,  that  the  issues  in  this 
proceeding,  including  the  primary  serv¬ 
ice  Issue  No.  1,  do  not  contemplate  or 
permit  the  consideration  of  evidence 
upon  the  comparative  attributes  of  the 
applicants’  proposals  in  relation  to  the 
transmitter  location  factors  specified  in 
Section  3.188.  No  special  issue  directs 
such  inquiry  in  this  proceeding,  and 
when  questions  exist  under  the  cited  sec¬ 
tion — such  as  blanket  area  population 
problems — an  appropriately  specific  is¬ 
sue  is  customarily  stated  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  order  of  designation.  The  pri¬ 
mary  service  referred  to  in  the  first  issue 
pertains  essentially  to  the  0.5  mv/m  and 
2.0  mv/m  contours  which  are  deemed 
adequate  for  primary  service  to  rural 
and  urban  areas  respectively.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  evidence  upon  the  matters  dis¬ 
cussed  in  §  3.188  will  not  be  received  in 
this  proceeding.* 


1  Section  3.188  of  the  Commission’s  rules  is 
In  part  as  follows : 

Location  of  transmitters,  (a)  The  four 
primary  objectives  to  be  obtained  in  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  a  site  for  a  transmitter  of  a  broadcast 
station  are  as  follows : 

( 1 )  To  serve  adequately  the  center  of  pop¬ 
ulation  in  which  the  studio  is  located  and  to 
give  maximum  coverage  to  adjacent  areas. 

(2)  To  cause  and  experience  minimum  in¬ 
terference  to  and  from  other  stations. 

(3)  To  present  a  minimum  hazard  to  air 
navigation  consistent  with  objectives  (1) 
and  (2). 

(4)  To  fulfill  certain  other  requirements 
given' below. 

(b)  The  site  selected  should  meet  the 
following  conditions : 

(1)  A  minimum  field  intensity  of  25  to 
50  mv/m  will  be  obtained  over  the  business 
or  factory  areas  of  the  city. 

(2)  A  minimum  field  intensity  of  5  to  10 
mv/m  will  be  obtained  over  the  most  distant 
residential  section. 

This  section  also  discusses,  through  its  sub¬ 
section  (m),  numerous  other  considerations, 
all  related  to  the  subject  of  location  of  trans¬ 
mitters;  for  example,  subsection  (m)  em¬ 
phasizes  the  importance  of  a  field  intensity 
survey,  stating  in  part  that,  "*  *  *  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  a  higher  power  station  [than  a  100 
watt  station]  to  make  a  field-intensity  sur¬ 
vey  to  determine  that  the  site  selected  will 
be  entirely  satisfactory.”  It  does  not  now 
appear  that  any  applicant  has  made,  or  will 
offer  evidence  concerning  such  a  transmitter 
site  survey. 

2  The  ruling  above  is  explained  in  part  by 
these  statements  made  on  the  record  by  the 
Hearing  Examiner : 

“*  *  *  primary  service  as  used  in  Issue 
No.  1  in  this  proceeding  is  not  properly  to 
be  construed  as  permitting  evidence  upon, 


4.  The  nature  of  the  engineering  evi¬ 
dence  to  be  offered  was  discussed  gen¬ 
erally  but  inconclusively  because  not  all 
engineering  consultants  were  present. 
It  was  ascertained  that  two  applicants 
and  Bureau  have  consulting  engineers 
available  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  that  one 
applicant’s  engineer  resides  in  Atlanta, 
Georgia,  and  it  is  not  known  whether 
Paul  Brake  has  or  expects  to  be  assisted 
by  a  consulting  engineer.  It  was  not 
then  ascertainable  whether  or  to  what 
extent  the  various  parties  would  rely 
upon  field  intensity  measurements  or  soil 
conductivity  values  shown  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  Rules  in  predicting  the  service 
contours  and  interference  potentials  of 
the  proposed  stations.  It  was  recognized 
that  the  hearing  evidence  should  rest 
primarily  upon  mutually  acceptable  en¬ 
gineering  data,  regardless  of  whether 
measurement  data  or  map  values  are  re¬ 
lied  upon.  To  achieve  uniformity  it  was 
agreed  that  the  parties  would  encourage 
and  assist  their  engineering  representa¬ 
tives  to  hold  informal  conferences,  in 
person  and  by  mail,  to  resolve  as  fully  as 
possible  questions  and  disagreements 
that  might  arise. 

5.  It  was  agreed  that  the  applicants 
will  exchange,  on  or  before  August  6, 
1956,  tentative  or  draft  copies  of  their 
exhibits  upon  engineering  matters,  and 
that  conferences  among  the  parties 
thereafter  will  seek  to  eliminate  conflicts 
and  objections.  After  such  preliminary 
exchange  and  conferences  the  appli¬ 
cants,  as  contemplated  by  Section  1.841 
of  the  Commission’s  Rules,  shall  ex¬ 
change  exhibits  in  final  form  upon  all 
matters  at  issue  on  or  before  September 
24,  1956.  A  second  prehearing  confer¬ 
ence  will  be  convened  on  October  3,  1956. 
The  hearing  of  evidence  shall  be  com¬ 
menced  on  October  10,  1956.  It  was 
recognized  that  scheduling  appearances 
of  the  witnesses  will  be  discussed  at  the 
second  prehearing  conference  and  that 
some  modification  of  the  schedule  above 
stated  may  be  required. 

6.  The  exchange  of  exhibits  herein¬ 
above  provided  for  shall  be  accomplished 
as  follows: 

a.  The  preliminary  or  draft  exhibits  to 
be  exchanged  on  August  6,  1956,  shall  be 
provided  in  duplicate  by  each  applicant 
to  each  of  the  other  parties,  including 
Bureau  and  the  respondent,  Paul  Brake ; 
no  copy  is  to  be  supplied  to  or  for  the 
Hearing  Examiner; 

b.  The  exhibits  in  final  form  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  on  September  24, 1956,  shall  also 
be  provided  in  duplicate  to  all  parties 
with  one  copy  to  be  supplied  to  the 
Hearing  Examiner ; 

c.  The  final  form  exhibits,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  practicable,  shall  be  separately 
identified  by  number,  shall  include  con¬ 
secutively  numbered  pages  in  each  ex¬ 
hibit,  and  shall  have  consecutively 


or  inquiry  about,  the  transmitter  location 
questions  that  are  discussed  and  provided  for 
in  section  3.188  of  the  rules.  Precedent  ex¬ 
ists  for  the  proposition  that,  when  either  the 
competing  parties  or  the  Commission  have 
concern  about  the  matters  there  presented, 
those  matters  are  made  the  subject  of  spe¬ 
cial  issues.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  precedent 
for  permitting  inquiry  under  this  general 
primary  service  issue  into  the  transmitter 
location  questions.  *  *  • 


numbered  lines  on  each  page.  The 
exhibit  numbering  shall  be  as  follows: 

(1)  South  Dade:  beginning  at  No.  1; 

(2)  Pace:  beginning  at  No.  101; 

(3)  Redlands:  beginning  at  No.  201; 

(4)  Respondent  Brake:  beginning  at 
No.  301;  and 

(5)  Bureau:  beginning  at  No.  401. 

7.  It  was  agreed  that  the  scheduled 
hearing  date  of  September  11, 1956,  shall 
be  set  aside  as  hereinafter  ordered.  It 
was  also  agreed,  and  is  herein  ordered, 
that  the  effective  date  of  this  order  for 
appeal  purposes  shall  be  the  release  date 
indicated  below. 

It  is  ordered,  This  20th  day  of  July 
1956,  that,  unless  modified  for  cause  or 
pursuant  to  the  Commission’s  rules,  the 
foregoing  statements  and  provisions  to 
the  extent  of  their  applicability  shall 
govern  the  conduct  of  the  hearing  in  this 
proceeding. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  hearing 
in  this  matter  now  scheduled  to  be  com¬ 
menced  on  September  11,  1956,  be  and  it 
is  hereby  continued  to  October  3,  1956, 
and  the  hearing  of  evidence  shall  be  com¬ 
menced  on  October  10, 1956. 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  for  appeal 
purposes  the  effective  date  of  this  order 
shall  be  the  release  date  indicated  below. 

Released:  July  24,  1956. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6074;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  11743;  FCC  56M-7J0] 
Confederate  Radio  Co.  (WPG A) 
ORDER  CONTINUING  HEARING 

In  re  application  of  Confederate  Radio 
Company  (WPGA) ,  West  Point,  Georgia, 
Docket  No.  11743,  File  No.  BMP-7066;  for 
modification  of  construction  permit. 

Pursuant  to  the  “Petition  to  Recon¬ 
sider  and  Grant  Application,  or  in  the 
Alternative,  to  Dismiss  Application  With¬ 
out  Prejudice”  filed  July  16,  1956,  by  the 
applicant.  Confederate  Radio  Company, 
in  the  above  proceeding,  which  now  is 
awaiting  Commission  action,  It  is 
ordered.  This  23rd  day  of  July  1956,  that 
the  hearing  in  the  proceeding  now 
scheduled  for  September  10, 1956,  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  continued  without 
date. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6075;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:52  a.  m.[ 


[Mexican  Change  List  193] 

Mexican  Broadcast  Stations 

list  of  changes,  proposed  changes  and 
corrections  in  assignments 

Notification  under  the  provisions  of 
Part  III,  Section  2  of  the  North  Ameri¬ 
can  Regional  Broadcasting  Agreement. 
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NOTICES 


List  bf  changes,  proposed  changes,  and  47214-6)  attached  to  the  recommenda- 
corrections  in  assignments  of  Mexican  tions  of  the  North  American  Regional 
Broadcast  Stations  modifying  the  Ap-  Broadcasting  Agreement  Engineering 
pendix  containing  assignments  of  Mexi-  Meeting  January  30,  1941. 
can  Broadcast  Stations  (Mimeograph  June  29, 1956. 


Call 

letters 

Location 

Power 

Anten¬ 

na 

Sched¬ 

ule 

Class 

Probable  date 
of  change  or 
commence¬ 
ment  of 
operation 

690  kilocycles 

XEFD..__ 

Rio  Bravo,  Tamaulipas  (change  in  call 
letters  and  location). 

5  kw  D/250  w  N... 

1170  kilocycles 

ND 

U 

IV 

Dec.  29,19.56 

XERT..__ 

Reynosa,  Tamaulipas  (change  in  call 
letters  and  location). 

5  kw . 

1670  kilocycles 

ND 

D 

II 

Do. 

XEKO.._. 

San  Luis  Rio  Colorado  Sonora  (change 
in  call  letters  from  XEJ  Q). 

250  w . 

181,0  kilocycles 

ND 

D 

IV 

June  29, 1950 

XEDB.___ 

Ciudad  Ohregon,  Sonora  (change  in 
call  letters  from  XECX). 

250  w . 

HtQ  kilocycles 

ND 

U 

IV 

Do. 

XEEW.... 

Matamoros,  Tamaulipas  (Increase 
power). 

1  kw . 

1150  kilocycles 

DA-1 

U 

III 

Sept.  29, 1956 

XEKM... 

Minatitlan,  Voraome  (change  in  call 
letters  from  XEJ  L). 

250  w . 

11,90  kilocycles 

ND 

u 

IV 

June  29,1956 

XEKN..._ 

Iluetamo,  Miehoaonn  (change  in  call 
letters  from  XEJ  V). 

250  w . 

1660  kilocycles 

ND 

u 

IV 

Do. 

XECX.... 

Tehuaean,  Puebla  (change  in  call  letters 
from  XEDB). 

250  w . 

1690  kilocycles 

ND 

u 

II 

Do. 

XEKC.... 

Mexicali.  Baja  California  (reduce  night¬ 
time  power). 

5  kw  D/1  kw  N... 

ND 

u 

III 

Do. 

Federal  Communications  Commission, 
[seal]  Mary  Jane  Morris, 

Secretary. 


[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6076;  Filed,  July  26,  1956;  8:52  a.  m.] 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  G-9758] 

Atlantic  Seaboard  Corp. 

NOTICE  OF  PETITION  TO  AMEND  ORDER  ISSU¬ 
ING  CERTIFICATE  OF  PUBLIC  CONVENIENCE 
AND  NECESSITY 

July  16, 1956. 

Take  notice  that  Atlantic  Seaboard 
Corporation,  a  Delaware  corporation  and 
a  subsidiary  of  The  Columbia  Gas  Sys¬ 
tem,  Inc.,  having  its  principal  place  of 
business  at  1033  Quarrier  Street,  Charles¬ 
ton,  West  Virginia,  filed  on  June  8,  1956, 
a  petition  to  amend  the  Commission’s 
Order  issued  March  30,  1956,  granting  it 
a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Act,  authorizing  it  to  con¬ 
struct  and  operate  certain  additional 
facilities  on  its  pipeline  system  in  Vir¬ 
ginia  (and  West  Virginia,)  all  as  more 
fully  represented  in  said  petition  to 
amend,  which  is  on  file  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  open  for  public  inspection. 

Petitioner  states  that  the  estimated  gas 
requirements  for  the  1956-57  winter  have 
changed  and  this  necessitates  a  modifica¬ 
tion  in  the  proposed  construction. 

Petitioner  alleges  that  the  increased 
peak  day  requirements  of  7.0  MMcf  next 
winter  makes  it  necessary  that  Applicant 
install  the  modified  facilities,  so  that  its 


system  will  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
estimated  peak  requirement  of  each  cus¬ 
tomer,  should  they  all  demand  such  gas 
on  the  same  day. 

Petitioner  requests  amendment  of  the 
Commission’s  Order  issued  March  30, 
1956,  to  authorize  the  construction  and 
operation  of : 

A.  Approximately  thirty-two  and 
seven-tenths  (32.7)  miles  of  26-inch  gas 
transmission  pipeline,  looping  approxi¬ 
mately  33.4  miles  of  Petitioner’s  existing 
26-inch  gas  transmission  pipeline  and 
located  as  follows: 

(1)  Approximately  15  miles  of  26-inch 
loop,  extending  in  a  northeasterly  di¬ 
rection  from  a  point  approximately  31.7 
miles  northeast  of  United  Fuel  Gas  Com¬ 
pany’s  Cobb  Compressor  Station. 

(2)  Approximately  8.6  miles  of  26-inch 
loop,  extending  in  a  northeasterly  direc¬ 
tion  from  a  point  approximately  8.6  miles 
southwest  of  Petitioner’s  Files  Creek 
Compressor  Station. 

(3)  Approximately  9.1  miles  of  26- 
inch  loop,  extending  in  a  northeasterly 
direction  from  a  point  approximately 
9.1  miles  southwest  of  Petitioner’s 
Seneca  Compressor  Station. 

B.  Approximately  forty-nine  and  four- 
tenths  (49.4)  miles  of  24-inch  gas  trans¬ 
mission  pipeline  extending  in  a  south¬ 
easterly  direction  from  Petitioner’s  Lost 
River  Compressor  Station,  Hardy  Coun¬ 


ty,  West  Virginia  to  Petitioner’s  Bickers 
Compressor  Station,  Greene  County, 
Virginia. 

Petitioner  also  proposes  to  delete  the 
4  months  time  limit  for  the  completion  of 
construction  set  by  Ordering  Paragraph 
(C)  and  substitute  cherefor  a  time  limit 
of  7  months. 

The  revised  estimate  of  capital  cost  of 
all  the  facilities  proposed  in  the  subject 
petition  is  $7,178,800  as  compared  to  the 
cost  of  the  originally  authorized  facili¬ 
ties  estimated  at  $8,521,000.  The  reduc¬ 
tion  is  due  to  more  refined  estimating 
and  reduction  in  length  of  the  proposed 
crossover  line. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure  (18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before 
September  4,  1956. 

[seal]  Leon  M.  Fuquay, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6061;  Filed,  July  26.  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


[Project  No.  1975] 

Idaho  Power  Co. 

NOTICE  OF  LAND  WITHDRAWAL 

July  26,  1956. 

Pursuant  to  the  filing  of  application 
for  license  on  December  3,  1947,  and 
amendments  thereof  on  February  28, 
1950,  this  Commission  by  letters  dated 
March  18.  1948  and  April  13,  1950,  gave 
notice  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment  of  the  withdrawal  of  509.73  and 
1.06  acres  of  lands  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  Project  No.  1975. 

The  Idaho  Power  Company,  Licensee, 
pursuant  to  Commission  Order  dated 
October  13,  1949,  and  in  accordance  with 
Article  3  of  the  license,  on  June  4,  1956, 
filed  revised  exhibit  “K”  drawings  delim¬ 
iting  the  land  necessary  for  project  pur¬ 
poses. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  24,  of  the  Act  of  June  10,  1920, 
as  amended,  notice  is  hereby  given  that 
the  hereinafter  described  lands  of  the 
United  States  are  included  in  the  afore¬ 
said  power  project  as  licensed.  Under 
said  section  24  these  lands  are,  from 
the  date  of  filing  of  revised  maps,  re¬ 
served  from  entry,  location  or  other  dis¬ 
posal  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
until  otherwise  directed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  or  by  Congress. 

Boise  Meridian,  Idaho 

Those  portions  of  the  following  subdivi¬ 
sions  lying  within  the  project  development 
as  shown  upon  amendatory  maps  designated 
Exhibits  “K-l”  Sheets  1,  2  and  3  (F.  P.  C. 
No.  1975-33,  34  and  35)  entitled,  “Bliss  H.  E. 
Development,  Detail  Map,  Idaho  Power  Com¬ 
pany,  Boise,  Idaho,”  filed  June  4,  1956. 

Within  Powerhouse  area: 

T.  6  S..  R.  12  E., 

Section  7,  Lots  4,  5,  SE^NE1^. 

Access  road,  50  foot  right-of-way: 

T  6  S  R  12  E 

Section  7,  N14  Lot  4;  N'/2SE]4NE'4, 
N W 1/4NEV4 ,  NE  (4  N W 14 ; 

Section  8,  SWKNWft. 
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Within  Reservoir  area,  those  lands  lying 
below  the  2,660-foot  elevation: 

T.  6S..R.  12E., 

Section  8,  Lots  5,  8; 

Section  9,  Lots  4,  5,  6,  7,  SEV4SEV4? 

Section  10,  Lots  1,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  SW%SW%, 
sEy4swy4; 

Section  11,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  8; 

Section  12,  Lots  2,  3,  4,  5. 

The  area  reserved  is  approximately 
190.76  acres,  all  of  which,  with  the  excep-v 
tion  of  the  south  20.39  acres  of  the  SE% 
NE%  Section  7,  has  been  heretofore  re¬ 
served  in  connection  with  either  earlier 
withdrawals  for  this  project  (No.  1975), 
Project  No.  406  or  Power  Site  Reserve 
Nos.  77,  238  and  406. 

This  notice  of  withdrawal  modifies  and 
supersedes,  in  their  entirety,  letters  of 
withdrawal  notification  dated  March 
18,  1948,  and  April  13,  1950. 

Copies  of  amendatory  map  sheets, 
F.  P.  C.  Nos.  1975-32  to  1975-35  inclusive 
(Exhibit  “J-l”  and  Exhibit  “K-l”  in 
three  sheets)  have  been  transmitted  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
Geological  Survey. 

[seal]  Joseph  H.  Gutride, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6066;  Piled,  July  26,  1956; 

8:50  a.  m.] 


[Project  No.  2099] 

California  Oregon  Power  Co. 

notice  of  application  for  license 
July  23, 1956. 

Public  notice  is  hereby  given  that  ap¬ 
plication  has  been  filed  under  the  Federal 
Power  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  791a-825r)  by  The 
California  Oregon  Power  Company  of 
Yreka,  California,  for  license  for  pro¬ 
posed  water  power  Project  No.  2099  to 
be  known  as  the  Rinchel  Development 
and  located  on  McCloud  River,  a  tribu¬ 
tary  of  Pit  River,  which  is  tributary  to 
Shasta  Reservoir,  in  Shasta  and  Siskiyou 
Counties,  California,  affecting  lands  of 
the  United  States  within  Shasta  Na¬ 
tional  Forest.  The  proposed  Rinchel  De¬ 
velopment  is  one  of  six  units  contem¬ 
plated  for  development  of  the  McCloud 
River  Basin.  The  proposed  project 
would  consist  of  a  rock-fill  dam  located 
in  SWV4,  sec.  22,  T  38  N,  R  2  W,  M.  D.  M.; 
a  reservoir  about  4  miles  long  with  normal 
water  surface  at  elevation  of  2,674  feet 
and  usable  storage  capacity  of  16,000 
acre-feet  at  a  50-foot  drawdown ;  a  tun¬ 
nel  intake  located  about  750  feet  up¬ 
stream  from  the  dam;  a  15-foot  diameter 
tunnel  about  1  lU  miles  long  extending  to 
the  powerhouse;  a  surge  tank,  a  power¬ 
house  containing  two  outdoor  type  gen¬ 
erating  units,  each  comprised  of  a  44,- 
000-horsepower  turbine  connected  to  a 
32,500-kilowatt  generator;  a  substation; 
a  125  kilovolt  transmission  line  connected 
to  the  applicant’s  system;  and  appurte¬ 
nant  facilities. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
of  the  Commission  (18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10). 
The  last  day  upon  which  protests  or  peti¬ 
tions  may  be  filed  is  September  6,  195f. 


The  application  is  on  file  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  public  inspection. 

[seal]  J.  H.  Gutride, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6063;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:49  a.  m.] 


[Docket  No.  G-10098] 
Pennsylvania  Gas  Co. 
notice  of  postponement  of  hearing 
July  20,  1956. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  request, 
filed  July  18,  1956,  by  Staff  Counsel  for 
postponement  of  the  hearing  now  sched¬ 
uled  for  August  1,  1956  in  the  above- 
designated  matter; 

The  hearing  now  scheduled  for  August 
1,  1956  is  hereby  postponed  to  a  date  to 
be  hereafter  fixed  by  further  notice. 

[seal]  J.  H.  Gutride, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6064;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:49  a.  m.] 


[Docket  Nos.  G-10492,  G-10493] 

Equitable  Gas  Co.  and  Hope  Natural 
Gas  Co.  • 

NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION  AND  DATE  OF 
HEARING 

July  23,  1956. 

Take  notice  that  Equitable  Gas  Com¬ 
pany  (Equitable)  a  Pennsylvania  corpo¬ 
ration  having  its  principal  place  of 
business  at  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Hope  Natural  Gas  Company  (Hope) 
a  West  Virginia  corporation  having  its 
principal  place  of  business  at  Clarks¬ 
burg,  West  Virginia,  filed  companion 
applications  on  May  28,  1956,  for  certifi¬ 
cates  of  public  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity,  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Natural 
Gas  Act,  authorizing  the  sale  and  de¬ 
livery  of  natural  gas  to  each  other  on  a 
short  term  interruptible  basis  as  herein¬ 
after  described,  subject  to  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Commission,  all  as  more 
fully  represented  in  the  applications 
which  are  on  file  with  the  Commission 
and  open  to  public  inspection. 

Equitable  proposes  to  sell  and  deliver 
to  Hope  during  the  period  beginning 
June  1,  1956,  and  ending  October  31, 
1956,  a  quantity  of  natural  gas,  not  in 
excess  of  1,530,000  Mcf,  in  daily  quanti¬ 
ties  agreeable  to  both.  Equitable  esti¬ 
mates  that  this  volume  will  be  available 
to  it  from  its  southwest  suppliers  during 
this  period,  as  surplus  gas  in  excess  of 
that  amount  it  can  place  into  its  storage 
pools. 

Hope  proposes  by  its  application  to  sell 
and  deliver  to  Equitable,  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  November  1, 1956,  and  ending  March 
31,  1957,  a  volume  of  interruptible  gas 
not  in  excess  of  1,530,000  Mcf. 

Equitable  states  that  the  sale  and  de¬ 
livery  of  natural  gas  as  proposed  by  the 
parties  herein  will  enable  it  to^maintain 
its  storage  deliverability  at  a  higher  level 
during  the  heating  season  than  would  be 
the  case  if  this  gas  were  not  received. 
Equitable  further  states  that  some  short¬ 


age  is  anticipated  on  next  winter’s -peak 
days  and  the  gas  received  from  Hope 
pursuant  to  its  application  will  aid  Equi¬ 
table  in  attempting  to  meet  its  require¬ 
ments  and  assure  maintenance  of 
adequate  service  to  its  customers. 

Equitable  will  require  no  new  facilities 
to  make  the  proposed  sale  to  Hope  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer  months  because  it  will 
use  an  existing  connecting  with  Hope  at 
the  Haught  Farm  in  Paw  Paw  District, 
Marion  County,  West  Virginia. 

Hope  will  make  the  proposed  sale  and 
delivery  to  Equitable  during  the  winter 
months  at  an  existing  interconnection 
between  the  two  systems  in  the  Freemans 
Creek  District  of  Lewis  County,  West 
Virginia.  The  only  additional  facilities 
required  to  render  this  proposed  service 
will  be  approximately  20  feet  of  4-inch 
pipe  and  a  4-inch  valve. 

These  related  matters  should  be  heard 
on  a  consolidated  record  and  disposed  of 
as  promptly  as  possible  under  the  appli¬ 
cable  rules  and  regulations  and  to  that 
end: 

Take  further  notice  that,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  contained  in  and  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  by  sections  7  and 
15  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  and  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules  of  practice  and  procedure, 
hearing  will  be  held  on  August  23,  1956, 
at  9:30  a.  m.,  e.  d.  s.  t.,  in  a  hearing 
room  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
441  G  Street  N.W.,  Washington,  D.  C., 
concerning  the  matters  involved  in  and 
the  issues  presented  by  such  applica¬ 
tion  (s)  :  Provided,  however.  That  the 
Commission  may/  after  a  non-contested 
hearing,  dispose  of  the  proceedings  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  §  1.30  (c)  (1) 
or  (2)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  prac¬ 
tice  and  procedure. 

Protests  or  petitions  to  intervene  may 
be  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  practice  and  procedure 
(18  CFR  1.8  or  1.10)  on  or  before  August 
9,  1956.  Failure  of  any  party  to  appear 
at  and  participate  in  the  hearing  shall 
be  construed  as  waiver  of  and  concur¬ 
rence  in  omission  herein  of  the  interme¬ 
diate  decision  procedure  in,  cases  where 
a  request  therefor  is  made. 

[seal]  J.  H.  Gutride, 

Acting  Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6065;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:50  a.  m.J 


GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATION 

[  Project  3-DC-03] 

Federal  Office  Buildings 

PROSPECTUS  FOR  PROPOSED  BUILDINGS  IN 
SOUTHWEST  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  OF  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Editorial  Note:  This  prospectus  of  pro¬ 
posed  Project  Number  3-DC-03  is  published 
pursuant  to  section  412  (f)  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1954  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  150,  84th  Congress, 
which  requires  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register,  for  a  period  of  ten  consecutive  days 
from  date  of  submission  to  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives. 
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NOTICES 


[Project  Number  3-DC-03  (Revised)  ] 

June  29,  1956. 

Formal  Prospectus  for  Proposed  Building 

Under  Title  I,  Public  Law  519,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  2d  Session 

FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  NO.  8,  WASHINGTON, 
D.  C. 

1.  Brief  description  of  proposed  building. 
The  project  contemplates  the  erection  of  a 
Federal  Office  Building  on  a  site  to  be  ac¬ 
quired.  The  building  will  be  multi-storied 
and  will  provide  approximately  263,000  square 
feet  of  net  assignable  space. 

2.  Estimated  maximum  cost  and  financing. 

а.  Maximum  cost  of  site  and  building, 
$12,190,000. 

b.  Proposed  contract  term,  25  years. 

c.  Maximum  rate  of  interest  on  purchase 
contract,  4  percent. 

3.  Certificates  of  need.  There  is  attached 
certificate  of  need  signed  by  the  head  of  the 
agency  which  will  use  the  facility.  Certifi¬ 
cation  is  hereby  made  as  to  the  need  for 
service  space.  Upon  completion  of  the 
facility,  assignment  and  reassignment  of 
space  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  exist¬ 
ing  law. 

4.  Non-availability  of  existing  space.  Suit¬ 
able  space  owned  by  the  Government  is  not 
available  and  suitable  rental  space  is  not 
available  at  a  price  commensurate  with  that 
to  be  afforded  through  the  contract  proposed. 

5.  Estimated  annual  managerial,  custodial, 
heat,  and  utility  costs.  (Services  to  be  sup¬ 
plied  by  Government),  $276,100. 

6.  Estimated  annual  tax  liability,  upkeep 
and  maintenance,  a.  Taxes,  post  construc¬ 
tion  (contract  period),  $141,000. 

b.  Upkeep  and  maintenance  (to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  Government),  $39,400. 

7.  Current  housing  costs.  Housing  costs 
currently  paid  by  the  Government  for  agen¬ 
cies  to  be  housed  in  the  building  to  be 
erected,  $208,077. 

Determination  of  need.  It  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  (1)  the  needs  for  space  for 
the  permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  particular  area  cannot  be 
satisfied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  suit¬ 
able  property  now  owned  by  the  Government, 
and  (2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States  will  be  served  by  taking  action  here¬ 
under. 

Submitted  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  July 

б,  1956. 

Recommended: 

.  F.  Moran  McConihe, 

Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings  Service. 

Approved: 

Franklin  G.  Floete, 
Administrator  of  General  Services. 

8.  Statement  of  Director,  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  Reflected  in  letter  (copy  attached). 

Certificate  of  Need 

proposed  federal  office  (food  and  drug 

ADMINISTRATION)  BUILDING,  WASHINGTON, 

D.  C. 

Project  No.  3-DC-03. 

I,  the  undersigned,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Public  Buildings  Purchase 
Contract  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  519,  83d 
Congress)  certify  that  there  is  a  permanent 
need  in  this  project  for  approximately  200,000 
square  feet  of  net  agency  space  to  accommo¬ 
date  the  operations  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration. 

M.  B.  Folsom, 
Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

Certified  at  Washington,  D.  C.  April  12, 
1956. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President 

BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET 
WASHINGTON  25,  D.  C. 

July  13,  1956. 

Project  #3-DC-03  (Revised  June  29,  1956) 
Federal  Office  Building  No.  8, 

Southwest  Washington  Area, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Floete:  Pursuant  to  section 
411  (a)  (8)  of  the  Public  Buildings  Purchase 
Contract  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  519).  the 
proposal  for  a  Federal  Office  Building,  re¬ 
ceived  July  9, 1956,  has  been  examined  and  in 
my  opinion  “is  necessary  and  in  conformity 
with  the  policy  of  the  President.”  This  ap¬ 
proval  is  given  with  the  following  under¬ 
standing  : 

1.  That  the  stated  project  cost  of  $12,190,- 
000  ( including  cost  of  a  site  to  be  acquired  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $75,000)  is  a  maximum 
figure. 

2.  That  the  site  located  in  the  Southwest 
Washington  Area  will  be  developed  to  its 
maximum  space  utilization  and  that  any 
space  in  excess,  of  the  needs  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  at  the  time  the  build¬ 
ing  is  completed  will  be  allocated  to  agencies 
then  housed  in  temporary  buildings.  When 
the  allocation  of  agencies  is  determined, 
temporary  space  of  equivalent  occupancy 
will  be  demolished. 

3.  That  every  effort  will  be  made  to  design 
and  construct  space  conducive  to  maximum 
efficient  utilization  and  to  take  advantage  of 
any  revision  of  cost  downward  which  may 
be  found  possible  as  the  plans  develop  and 
negotiations  are  advanced. 

You  appreciate,  of  course,  that  this  project 
will  receive  a  more  detailed  review  as  to  cost 
and  space  utilization. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Percival  F.  Brundage, 

Director. 

Hon.  Franklin  G.  Floete, 

Administrator, 

General  Services  Administration, 
Washington  25,  D.  C. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-5874;  Filed,  July  17,  1956; 

2:20  p.  m.] 


b.  Proposed  contract  term,  25  years. 

c.  Maximum  rate  of  Interest  on  purchase 
contract,  4  percent. 

3.  Certificates  of  need.  As  the  project  is 
Intended  to  provide  relocation  of  numerous 
Federal  agencies  now  in  temporary  buildings, 
no  specific  allocation  of  space  can  be  made 
at  this  time.  Upon  completion  of  the  facility, 
assignment  and  re-assignment  will  be  made 
in  accordance  with  existing  law.  Therefore, 
requirement  for  Certificate  of  Need  otherwise 
required  by  section  411  (e)  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1954  was 
waived  in  Public  Law  150,  84th  Congress. 
Certification  is  hereby  made  as  to  the  need 
for  service  space. 

4.  Nonavailability  of  existing  space.  Suit¬ 
able  space  owned  by  the  Government  is  not 
available  and  suitable  rental  space  is  not 
available  at  a  price  commensurate  with  that 
to  be  afforded  through  the  contract  proposed. 

5.  Estimated  annual  managerial,  custodial, 
heat,  and  utility  costs.  (Services  to  be  sup¬ 
plied  by  Government),  $1,095,000. 

6.  Estimated  annual  tax  liability,  upkeep 
and  maintenance,  a.  Taxes,  post  construc¬ 
tion  (contract  period) ,  $546,000. 

b.  Upkeep  and  maintenance  (to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  Government),  $164,000. 

7.  Current  housing  costs.  Housing  costs 
currently  paid  by  the  Government  for  agen¬ 
cies  to  be  housed  in  the  building  to  be 
erected,  $841,261  p.  a. 

Determination  of  need.  It  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  ( 1 )  the  needs  for  space  for  the 
permanent  activities  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  this  particular  area  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  utilization  of  any  existing  suitable 
property  now  owned  by  the  Government,  and 
(2)  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States 
will  be  served  by  taking  action  hereunder. 

Submitted  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  July 
13,  1956. 

Recommended: 

F.  Moran  McConihe, 

Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings  Service. 

Approved: 

Franklin  G.  Floete, 
Administrator  of  General  Services. 

8.  Statement  of  Director,  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  Reflected  in  letter  (copy  attached). 

Executive  Office  of  the  President 


[Project  3-DC-07] 

Federal  Office  Buildings 

PROSPECTUS  FOR  PROPOSED  BUILDINGS  IN 
SOUTHWEST  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  OF  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

Editorial  Note:  This  prospectus  of  pro¬ 
posed  Project  Number  3-DC-07  is  published 
pursuant  to  section  412  (f)  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Purchase  Contract  Act  of  1954  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  150,  84th  Congress, 
which  requires  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register,  for  a  period  of  ten  consecutive  days 
from  date  of  submission  to  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives. 

[Project  No.  3-DC-07] 

Formal  Prospectus  for  Proposed  Building 
Under  Title  I  Public  Law  519,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  2d  Session 

FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  NO.  10, 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C. 

1.  Brief  description  of  proposed  building. 
The  project  contemplates  the  erection  of  a 
Federal  Office  Building  on  a  site  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  in  Southwest  Washington.  The  build¬ 
ing  will  be  multistoried  and  will  provide 
approximately  1,095,000  square  feet  of  net 
assignable  space. 

2.  Estimated  maximum  cost  and  financing. 
a.  Maximum  cost  of  the  site  and  building, 
$40,900,000. 


BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET 
WASHINGTON  25,  D.  C. 

July  18,  1956. 

Project  #3-DC-07, 

Federal  Office  Building,  No.  10, 

(Two  buildings  connected  by  pedestrian 

tunnel) , 

Southwest  Washington  Area, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Floete:  Pursuant  to  section 
411  (e)  (8)  of  the  Public  Buildings  Purchase 
Contract  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  519),  the 
proposal  for  a  Federal  Office  Building,  re¬ 
ceived  July  13,  1956,  has  been  examined  and 
in  my  opinion  “is  necessary  and  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  policy  of  the  President.” 
This  approval  is  given  with  the  following 
understanding : 

1.  That  the  stated  project  cost  of  $40,900,- 
000  (including  cost  of  a  site  to  be  acquired 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,700,000  is  a  maxi¬ 
mum  figure. 

2.  That  the  reported  annual  operating  cost 
of  existing  temporary  buildings  to  be  sup¬ 
planted,  i.  e.,  $1.00  per  square  foot,  repre¬ 
sents  minimum  maintenance  in  anticipation 
of  demolition  and  that  temporary  Govern¬ 
ment  buildings  actually  cost  more  to  main¬ 
tain  than  the  proposed  new  building. 

3.  That  the  site  to  be  acquired  in  the 
southwest  Washington  area  will  be  developed 
to  its  maximum  space  utilization;  that  the 
proposed  building  will  provide  relocation  of 
numerous  Federal  agencies  now  in  temporary 
buildings;  that  no  specific  allocation  of  space 
can  be  made  at  this  time;  when  specific  al- 
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location  of  sgencies  in  the  proposed  building 
is  determined  by  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration,  temporary  space  of  equivalent 
occupancy  will  be  demolished. 

4.  That  every  effort  will  be  made  to  de¬ 
sign  and  construct  space  conducive  to  maxi¬ 
mum  efficient  utilization,  and  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  any  revision  of  cost  downward 
which  may  be  found  possibly  as  the  plans 
develop  and  negotiations  are  advanced. 

You  appreciate,  of  course,  that  this  project 
will  receive  a  more  detailed  review  as  to  cost 
and  space  utilization. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Percival  Brundage, 

Director. 

Hon.  Franklin  G.  Floete, 

Administrator, 

General  Services  Administration, 

Washington  25,  D.  C. 

(F.  R.  Doc.  56-5922;  Filed,  July  19,  1956; 

10:00  a.  m.] 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

Gill,  Pope  Co. 

ORDER  REVOKING  BROKER-DEALER 
REGISTRATION 

July  19, 1956. 

In  the  matter  of  Gill,  Pope  Co.,  25 
Broad  Street,  New  York  4,  New  York. 

The  Commission  haying  instituted 
proceedings  under  section  15  (b)  and 
section  15A  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  to  determine  whether  to  re¬ 
voke  the  registration  as  a  broker  and 
dealer  of  Gill,  Pope  Co.  (“registrant”)  or 
to  suspend  or  expel  it  from  membership 
in  the  National  Association  of  Securities 
Dealers,  Inc.,  and  to  determine  whether 
Jesse  S.  Gill  and  Frank  I.  Pope,  partners 
in  registrant  firm,  should  each  be  found 
to  be  a  cause  of  any  order  of  revocation, 
suspension  or  expulsion ; 

A  hearing  having  been  held  after  ap¬ 
propriate  notice,  and  the  hearing  exam¬ 
iner  having  filed  a  recommended  deci¬ 
sion  ; 

The  Commission  having  this  day  is¬ 
sued  its  Fndings  and  Opinion,  on  the 
basis  of  said  Findings  and  Opinion ; 

It  is  ordered,  That  the  registration  as  a 
broker  and  dealer  of  Gill,  Pope  Co.  be, 
and  it  hereby  is,  revoked ;  that  the  reg¬ 
istrant  be,  and  it  hereby  is,  expelled  from 
the  National  Association  of  Securities 
Dealers,  Inc.,  and  that  Jesse  S.  Gill  and 
Frank  I.  Pope  are  each  a  cause  of  such 
revocation  and  expulsion. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6078;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:52  a.  m.] 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION 

[S.  B.  A.  Pool  Request  No.  18] 

Allied  Specialties  Co. 

ADDITIONAL  COMPANIES  ACCEPTING  REQUEST 
TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  OPERATIONS 

Pursuant  to  section  708  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  the 
names  of  the  following  companies  which 


have  accepted  the  request  to  participate 
in  the  operations  of  the  Allied  Specialties 
Company  are  herewith  published.  The 
original  list  of  companies  accepting  such 
request  was  published  on  August  1,  1953, 
in  18  F.  R.  4529. 

Engineering  Tool  Co.,  Wayne  Avenue  and 
Berkley  Street,  Philadelphia  44,  Pa. 

Industrial  Pattern  Works,  Box  31,  River¬ 
side,  N.  J. 

Jowil  Electronics,  Inc.,  Belfield  Avenue  and 
Wister  Street,  Philadelphia  44,  Pa. 

Dated:  July  20,  1956. 

Wendell  B.  Barnes, 

Administrator. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6062;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 
8:49  a.  m.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Office  of  Alien  Property 

Benjamin  Dubossarsky 

NOTICE  of  INTENTION  TO  RETURN  VESTED 
PROPERTY 

Pursuant  to  section  32  (f)  of  the 
Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  notice  is  hereby  given  of  intention 
to  return,  on  or  after  30  days  from  the 
date  of  publication  hefeof,  the  following 
property,  subject  to  any  increase  or  de¬ 
crease  resulting  from  the  administration 
thereof  prior  to  return,  and  after  ade¬ 
quate  provision  for  taxes  and  conserva¬ 
tory  expenses: 

Claimant,  Claim  No.,  Property,  and  Location 

Benjamin  Dubossarsky,  Buenos  Aires, 
Argentina,  Claim  No.  36771;  Vesting  Order 
No.  829;  $770.73  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

Executed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
July  19,  1956. 

For  the  Attorney  General. 

[seal]  Paul  V.  Myron, 

Deputy  Director, 
Office  of  Alien  Property. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6029;  Filed,  July  25,  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 


Ella  Wronker-Flatow 

NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  RETURN  VESTED 
PROPERTY 

Pursuant  to  section  32  (f )  of  the  Trad¬ 
ing  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended, 
notice  is  hereby  given  of  intention  to 
return,  on  or  after  30  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  hereof,  the  following  prop¬ 
erty,  subject  to  any  increase  or  decrease 
resulting  from  the  administration  thereof 
prior  to  return,  and  after  adequate  pro¬ 
vision  for  taxes  and  conservatory  ex¬ 
penses: 

Claimant,  Claim  No.,  Property,  and  Location 

Ella  Wronker-Flatow,  London,  England, 
Claim  No.  25121;  Vesting  Order  5535;  $992.60 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

Executed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
July  19, 1956. 

For  the  Attorney  General. 

[seal]  Paul  V.  Myron, 

Deputy  Director, 
Office  of  Alien  Property. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6031;  Filed,  July  25,  1956; 
8:51  a.  m.] 
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Francois  Alphonse  Vanweverenbergh 

NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  RETURN  VESTED 
PROPERTY 

Pursuant  to  section  32  (f )  of  the  Trad¬ 
ing  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended, 
notice  is  hereby  given  of  intention  to  re¬ 
turn,  on  or  after  30  days  from  the  date 
of  publication  hereof,  the  following  prop¬ 
erty  located  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  in¬ 
cluding  all  royalties  accrued  thereunder 
and  all  damages  and  profits  recoverable 
for  past  infringement  thereof,  after  ade¬ 
quate  provision  for  taxes  and  conserva¬ 
tory  expenses: 

Claimant,  Claim  No.,  and  Property 

Francois  Alphonse  Vanweverenbergh,  Lou¬ 
vain,  Belgium,  Claim  No.  38246;  Vesting  Order 
No.  2437;  an  undivided  one-third  (l/3d) 
interest  in  United  States  Letters  Patent  No. 
2,289,960  as  described  in  Vesting  Order  No. 
2437  (8  F.  R.  16329,  December  4,  1943). 

Executed  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  on 
July  19, 1956. 

For  the  Attorney  General. 

[seal]  Paul  V.  Myron, 

Deputy  Director, 
Office  of  Alien  Property. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6032;  Filed,  July  25.  1956; 
8:51  a.  m. ] 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Fourth  Section  Applications  for 
Relief 

July  23,  1956. 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  applica¬ 
tion  must  be  prepared  in  accordance  with 
Rule  40  of  the  general  rules  of  practice 
(49  CFR  1.40)  and  filed  within  15  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  of  this 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

long-and'-short  haul 

FSA  No.  32397:  Pneumatic  tires  and 
parts  from  Detroit,  Mich.  Filed  by  H.  R. 
Hinsch,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  tires,  artificial,  guayule, 
natural,  neoprene  or  synthetic  rubber, 
pneumatic,  and  parts,  straight  of  mixed 
carloads  from  Detroit,  Mich.,  to  Colum¬ 
bus  and  Jessup,  Ga.,  and  High  Point, 
N.  C. 

Grounds  for  relief : ,  Short-line  dis¬ 
tance  formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  32  to  Agent 

Hinsch’s  tariff  I.  C.  C.  4664. 

FSA  No.  32398 :  Automobile  parts  and 
vinyl  acetate  to  southern  points.  Filed 
by  H.  R.  Hinsch,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  automobile  parts 
in  carloads  from  Marion,  Ind.,  and  Gal- 
ion,  Ohio,  to  points  in  Georgia,  and  vinyl 
acetate  from  West  Virginia  to  Cedar- 
town,  Ga. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  dis¬ 
tance  formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

aggregate-of-intermediates 

FSA  No.  32395:  Compartment  charges 
between  North  and  South.  Filed  by  A.  J. 
Winkler,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  compartments  in  berth 
service  (passenger)  between  points  on 
the  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  north  of  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  Ohio  and  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.,  on  the  one  hand,  and  points 


5668 


NOTICES 


south  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio  and  Louisville, 
Ky.,  on  the  other. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Maintenance  of 
depressed  charges,  between  stations 
north  of  and  including  Cincinnati,  Ohio 
and  Louisville,  Ky.,  not  applicable  in  con¬ 
structing  lower  combination  charges. 

Tariffs:  Supplement  2  to  Agent 
Winkler’s  tariff  I.  C.  C.  20  and  schedule 
of  Agent  M.  B.  Duggan. 

FSA  No.  32396:  Passenger  fares — 
Eastern  and  Western  Railroads.  Filed 
by  W.  H.  Clifford,  Agent,  and  other 
agents  named  in  the  application,  for  and 
on  behalf  of  carriers  parties  to  Ex  Parte 
No.  202  and  Docket  31992.  Rates  in¬ 
volving  increased  passenger  fares  be¬ 
tween  points  in  the  United  States  in¬ 
cluded  in  Ex  Parte  No.  202  and  Docket 
31992. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Maintenance  of 
through  fares  in  excess  of  the  aggregate- 
of-intermediates  fares  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  Ex  Parte  No.  202  and  Docket 
31992. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6021;  Filed,  July  25,  1956; 

8:49  a.  m.] 


Fourth  Section  Applications 

July  24, 1956. 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  appli¬ 
cation  must  be  prepared  in  accordance 
with  Rule  40  of  the  General  Rules  of 
Practice  (49  CFR  1.40)  and  filed  within 
15  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of 
this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

LONG-AND-SHORT  HAUL 

FSA  No.  32399:  Crude  rubber  from 
Baton  Rouge,  La.,  to  Monroe,  Mich. 
Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  in¬ 
terested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  rubber, 
artificial,  guayule,  natural,  synthetic  or 
neoprene,  loose  or  in  packages,  carloads 
from  Baton  Rouge  and  North  Baton 
Rouge,  La.,  to  Monroe,  Mich. 

Grounds  for  relief :,  Short-line  dis¬ 
tance  formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  187  to  Alternate 
Agent  Marque’s  tariff  I.  C.  C.  417. 


FSA  No.  32400:  Caustic  soda  from 
Baton  Rouge,  La.,  to  Champaign,  III. 
Filed  by  O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  caus¬ 
tic  soda,  liquid,  tank-car  loads  from 
Baton  Rouge  and  North  Baton  Rouge, 
La.,  to  Champaign,  Ill. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  distance 
formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  187  to  Alternate 
Agent  Marque’s  tariff  I.  C.  C.  417. 

FSA  No.  32401:  Roofing  and  building 
materials  to  Louisville,  Ky.  Filed  by 
F.  C.  Kratzmeir,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  roofing  and  build¬ 
ing  materials  and  roofing  slate,  carloads 
from  specified  points  in  Arkansas,  Lou¬ 
isiana,  and  Texas  to  Louisville,  Ky. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  distance 
formula  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  13  to  Agent  Kratz- 
meir’s  I.  C.  C.  4148. 

FSA  No.  32402:  Coal — Alabama  to 
Houston,  Tex.  Filed  by  F.  C.  Kratzmeir, 
Agent,  for  interested  rail  carriers.  Rates 
on  bituminous  coal,  including  blacksmith 
coal,  carloads  from  specified  points  in 
Alabama  to  Houston,  Tex. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  53  to  Agent  Kratz- 
meir’s  I.  C.  C.  3991. 

FSA  No.  32403 :  Lumber  and  related 
articles  to  Oklahoma.  Filed  by  F.  C. 
Kratzmeir,  Agent,  for  interested  rail 
carriers.  Rates  on  lumber  and  related 
articles,  carloads  from  specified  points  in 
Texas  to  specified  points  in  Oklahoma. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Carrier  competi¬ 
tion  and  circuity. 

Tariff:  Supplement  76  to  Agent  Kratz- 
meir’s  I.  C.  C.  3850. 

FSA  No.  32404:  Sugar — Hew  Orleans, 
La.,  group  to  Birmingham,  Ala.  Filed  by 
O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  sugar,  carloads 
from  New  Orleans,  Three  Oaks,  Gram- 
ercy,  and  Reserve,  La.,  to  Birmingham, 
Ala. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  315  to  Agent 
Marque’s  I.  C.  C.  380. 

FSA  No.  32405:  Sugar  to  points  in 
Southern  Territory.  Filed  by  O.  W. 
South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  sugar  carloads  (returned 
shipments)  from  specified  points  in 
southern,  official,  southwestern,  and 


western  trunk-line  territories  to  speci¬ 
fied  points  in  southern  territory. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Carrier  competition 
and  circuity. 

Tariffs:  Supplement  315  to  Agent 
Marque’s  I.  C.  C.  380;  supplement  30 
to  Agent  Marque’s  I.  C.  C.  434;  supple¬ 
ment  4  to  Agent  Marque’s  I.  C.  C.  445. 

FSA  No.  32406:  Cheese  from  and  to 
points  in  Southern  Territory.  Filed  by 
O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  cheese,  including 
cheese  foods,  and  oleomargarine,  and  re¬ 
lated  articles,  carloads,  from  specified 
points  in  southern  territory  to  points  in 
southern  territory. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Short-line  distance 
formula,  truck  competition,  and  circuit¬ 
ous  routes. 

Tariff :  Agent  Spaninger’s  tariff  I.  C.  C. 
No.  1527. 

FSA  No.  32407:  Cheese — Between 
points  in  Southern  Territory.  Filed  by 
O.  W.  South,  Jr.,  Agent,  for  interested 
rail  carriers.  Rates  on  cheese,  including 
cheese  foods,  and  related  articles,  car¬ 
loads  between  points  in  southern  terri¬ 
tory. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Short-line  distance 
formula,  truck  competition,  and  cir¬ 
cuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Supplement  9  to  Agent  Span¬ 
inger’s  I.  C.  C.  1525. 

FSA  No.  32408:  All  freight — Michigan 
and  Ohio  to  South.  Filed  by  H.  R. 
Hinsch,  Agent,  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  merchandise  freight,  all 
kinds,  mixed  carloads  from  Detroit  and 
Jackson,  Mich.,  Cleveland,  and  Ravenna, 
Ohio  to  specified  points  in  Florida, 
Georgia,  Louisiana  and  Tennessee. 

Grounds  for  relief:  Motor  truck  com¬ 
petition  and  circuitous  routes. 

Tariff:  Agent  Hinsch’s  tariff  I.  C.  C. 
No.  4745. 

FSA  No.  32409:  Slag— Buffalo,  N.  Y„  to 
Boston,  Mass.  Filed  by  O.  W.  Boin, 
Agent,  for  interested  rail  carriers.  Rates 
on  slag,  unsuitable  for  further  extrac¬ 
tion  of  metal,  not  granulated,  carloads 
from  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  to  Boston,  Mass. 

Grounds  for  relief :  Circuitous  routes". 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Harold  D.  McCoy, 

Secretary. 

[F.  R.  Doc.  56-6014;  Filed,  July  26,  1956; 

8:45  a.  m.] 
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